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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

P.O. Box 5310 Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor:
128 Market Street CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY
Stateline, Nevada 89449-5310 1061 Third Street
Phone: (775) 588-4547 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
Fax: (775) 588-4527 (530) 542-5580
Email: trpa@trpa.org www.trpa.org (530) 542-5591 (fax)

This notice is being issued jointly by the State of California and the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency and meets CEQA and TRPA noticing requirements for a Notice of Preparation.

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

To: California State Clearinghouse
Nevada State Clearinghouse
Cooperating Agencies
Responsible and Trustee Agencies
Interested Parties and Organizations
Affected Property Owners (within 300 feet of the study area boundaries)

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS)/EIS for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project, South Lake Tahoe, California.

Lead Agencies:

State of California United States Department of the Interior
California Tahoe Conservancy Bureau of Reclamation

1061 Third Street 2800 Cottage Way, Room E-2606

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 Sacramento, CA 95825-1898

Contact: Jacqui Grandfield, UC Consultant, Wildlife ~ Contact: Myrnie Mayville, NEPA Coordinator
Program Phone: (916) 978-5037

Phone: (530) 542-5580 Fax:  (916) 978-5055

Fax:  (530) 542-5591 Email: mmayville@mp.usbr.gov

Email: jgrandfield@tahoecons.ca.gov

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

P.O. Box 5310

Stateline, NV 89448

Contact: Mike Elam, Associate Environmental Planner
Phone: (775) 588-4547 ext.308 Fax: (775) 588-4527
Email: MElam@trpa.org

Project Title: Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project

Project Location:  The Upper Truckee River drains the largest watershed in the Lake Tahoe Basin. The
Upper Truckee Marsh is located on the south shore of Lake Tahoe where the river enters
the lake. The study area for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project is
generally bounded by U.S. Highway 50 (U.S. 50) and the Highland Woods neighborhood
on the south, the Al Tahoe neighborhood on the east, and Tahoe Islands/Sky Meadows


mailto:mmayville@mp.usbr.gov
mailto:MElam@trpa.org
mailto:jgrandfield@tahoecons.ca.gov

and Tahoe Keys neighborhoods on the west (Exhibit 1). The study area is approximately
592 acres, and includes parcels owned by the California Tahoe Conservancy
(Conservancy), other public agencies, and private landowners (Exhibit 2). It includes the
downstream reaches of Trout Creek and the Upper Truckee River, adjacent wetland and
uplands habitats, and the Lower West Side (LWS) Wetlands Restoration Project site

(located in the northwest portion of the study area, just east of the Tahoe Keys Marina).

The Conservancy, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
(TRPA) are preparing a joint EIR/EIS/EIS for the Upper Truckee Marsh Restoration Project (project). This joint
document will serve as an EIR prepared by the Conservancy pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA); an EIS prepared by Reclamation pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations Implementing NEPA; and an EIS prepared by TRPA
pursuant to its Compact and Chapter 5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. This notice meets the CEQA and TRPA
noticing requirements for a Notice of Preparation (NOP). Reclamation has prepared a separate notice that meets

NEPA requirements for a Notice of Intent (NOI) for publication in the Federal Register.

We would like to know the views of interested persons, organizations, and agencies as to the scope and content of
the information to be included and analyzed in the EIR/EIS/EIS. Agencies should comment on the elements of the
environmental information that are relevant to their statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed
alternatives. The project description, location, alternatives to be evaluated in the EIR/EIS/EIS, and potential

environmental effects of the proposed alternatives (to the extent known) are contained in this NOP.

In compliance with the time limits mandated by State law and TRPA, your response should be sent at the earliest

possible date, but not later than November 2, 2006. Please send your written responses to:

State of California Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Jacqui Grandfield, UC Consultant, Mike Elam, Associate Environmental Planner
Wildlife Program OR P. O. Box 5310

California Tahoe Conservancy Stateline, NV 89449

1061 Third Street
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Responses should include the name of a contact person at your agency or organization.

SUMMARY

The Conservancy, Reclamation, and TRPA are pursuing a restoration project along the reach of the Upper
Truckee River that extends from U.S. 50 north to Lake Tahoe, including the adjacent meadow and wetland. The

primary purpose of the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project is to restore natural geomorphic
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Regional Location Exhibit 1
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Study Area Map Exhibit 2
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processes and ecological functions along this reach of river. The Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration
Project is identified in TRPA’s Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) as a project that is necessary to
restore and maintain environmental thresholds for the Lake Tahoe Basin. EIP projects are designed to achieve and

maintain environmental thresholds that protect Tahoe’s unique and valued resources.

An extensive evaluation and restoration planning process has been conducted to identify potentially feasible
approaches for restoration of the river and marsh. As a result of that process, the following five alternatives,
including four action alternatives and a No Project/No Action Alternative, are intended to be evaluated in the
EIR/EIS/EIS.

» Alternative 1. Channel Aggradation and Narrowing (Maximum Recreation Infrastructure)
» Alternative 2. New Channel — West Meadow (Minimum Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 3. Middle Marsh Corridor (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 4. Inset Floodplain (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 5. No Project/No Action

These alternatives are named for their approach to restoration of the Upper Truckee River, and the associated

level of recreation infrastructure, and are described in more detail below.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

The Upper Truckee River has been substantially altered by land practices during the past 150 years. Throughout
its watershed, the river has experienced ecosystem degradation typical of what has occurred elsewhere in the
Basin. The river has been modified from its original conditions by human activities, such as logging; livestock
grazing; roads; golf courses; an airport; and residential, commercial and industrial developments. These
conditions have resulted in increased sediment and nutrient loads discharging into Lake Tahoe from the river,
which contribute to the declining clarity of the lake. Human influences have also resulted in reduced habitat
quality for plant, wildlife, and fish species in the watershed. Restoration of natural processes and ecological

functions of the river is an important part of the response to the decline in lake clarity.

Restoration planning for the marsh began in the early 1990’s with studies conducted by the University of
California. In 1995, the Conservancy commissioned a restoration planning and design study, which identified a
tentatively preferred river restoration concept two years later. However, it was determined that river restoration
required use of the entire Upper Truckee Marsh, and at that time the east side of the marsh was not owned by the
Conservancy; therefore, this tentatively selected concept could not be pursued. In 1998, the Conservancy began

planning and design of an initial phase of wetland restoration on a 23-acre portion of a study area located on the
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east side of the Upper Truckee River near Lake Tahoe (Exhibit 2). This is an area, called the Lower West Side
Wetland Restoration Project (LWS), where the marsh had been previously filled during the construction of the
adjacent Tahoe Keys. After careful investigations, planning, and design; extensive environmental review; and
community outreach, the Conservancy approved restoration of 12 acres of wetland through fill removal as the
LWS Project in 2001. Construction commenced in the summer of 2001 and was completed in the summer of
2003.

In 2000, the Conservancy purchased 311 acres of land in the center of the marsh from a private party, bringing
nearly the entire Truckee Marsh into public ownership. Currently, the majority of the study area is owned by the
Conservancy, including the marsh and meadows surrounding the lower reach of Trout Creek. Restoration
concepts encompassing the whole marsh and the lower reach of the river could be developed after the acquisition.
As part of this process, the Conservancy has also conducted public access and recreation use management
planning for the river, marsh, and beach.

Initially, the Conservancy defined project objectives and desired outcomes to direct the restoration planning
process. A comprehensive evaluation and documentation of the existing natural processes and functions in the
study area were conducted to begin the alternatives planning process. This evaluation enabled the identification of
potential restoration opportunities and constraints. Armed with detailed information about the river and marsh
processes and ecological functions, the Conservancy hosted a design charrette (i.e., interactive workshop) for
agencies and other stakeholders to identify the spectrum of potentially feasible restoration ideas to be considered
in the development of concept plan alternatives. Four alternative concept plans, all developed to be potentially
feasible, were formulated to represent a reasonable range of restoration approaches. The four concepts generated
by this extensive process became the four action alternatives being evaluated in the EIR/EIS/EIS. A preferred
alternative will be identified after public review of the four alternatives and public comments are received on the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

To date, key stages of the Upper Truckee Marsh Restoration project have included the following:

» Evaluating existing natural processes and functions of the Upper Truckee River and marsh in 2000 and 2001
» Establishing project objectives and desired outcomes in 2002, and updating them in 2005.

» Defining restoration opportunities and constraints in 2002 and 2003

» Conducting a restoration design charette in 2003 to receive input from stakeholders on project priorities,

concerns and constraints, and design ideas.

» Conducting hydraulic modeling studies to support the development and evaluation of project alternatives.

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project
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» Initial development and comparative evaluation of four conceptual restoration alternatives in 2004 and 2005.
» Regulatory agency review of alternative concepts for key issues and regulatory requirements in 2005.

» Further refinement and evaluation of the alternatives, and preparation of a Concept Plan Report (July 2006).

PURPOSE AND NEED

The need for the project originates from the environmental degradation that the Upper Truckee River has
historically experienced as a result of human alterations to the river and watershed. The purpose of the proposed
action is to restore natural geomorphic processes and ecological functions in this lowest reach of the Upper
Truckee River and the surrounding marsh to improve ecological values of the study area and help reduce the

river’s discharge of nutrients and sediment that diminish Lake Tahoe’s clarity.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The following basic objectives of the project were developed for the proposed action to meet the purpose and
need:

Objective 1. Restore natural and self-sustaining river and floodplain processes and functions

Objective 2. Protect, enhance, and restore naturally functioning habitats

Objective 3.  Restore and enhance fish and wildlife habitat quality

Objective 4. Improve water quality through enhancement of natural physical and biological processes
Objective 5. Protect and, where feasible, expand Tahoe yellow cress populations

Objective 6.  Provide public access, access to vistas, and environmental education at the Lower West Side and
Cove East Beach

Objective 7. Avoid increasing flood hazard on adjacent private property
Objective 8.  Design with sensitivity to the site’s history and cultural heritage
Objective 9.  Design the wetland/urban interface to help provide habitat value and water quality benefits

Objective 10. Implement a public health and safety program, including mosquito monitoring and control

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

Four “action” alternatives, and the No Project/No Action Alternative, will be evaluated at an equal level of detail in
the EIR/EIS/EIS. The four action alternatives are illustrated in Exhibits 3 through 6 and are described below. It is
important to note that many of the individual components in each alternative are modular and could be transferred to

other alternatives, or recombined after environmental review to formulate different variations of the alternatives.
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All four action alternatives include a recreation and public access component. These ideas are expressed at three
levels of development intensity with respect to recreation-related infrastructure (“maximum”, “minimum”, and
“moderate”). At this point in project planning, there is no necessary connection between the recreation and public
access approach included in a particular alternative and the river restoration strategy of that alternative. The level
of public access and recreational facilities included in the alternative selected for implementation would need to

be compatible with that alternative’s river and marsh restoration strategy.

ALTERNATIVE 1. CHANNEL AGGRADATION AND NARROWING (MAXIMUM RECREATION
INFRASTRUCTURE)

Key elements specific to Alternative 1 include:

» Raising the bed elevation of the existing channel closer to the existing meadow surface as a means of re-
establishing an active floodplain, which would be achieved by placing a series of structures in the channel
designed to alter hydraulics and intentionally cause sediment aggradation of the bed. Local cut and fill would
be used to narrow the channel. Bar development in the aggrading channel would also contribute to channel
narrowing.

» Creating a sinuous, single thread bankfull channel excavated through the LWS.

» Using the existing river mouth location, but reducing its capacity by narrowing it with local cut and fill and/or

placement of bioengineered structures to encourage sediment deposition.

» Reconfiguring two sections of split channel from River Station (RS) 500 to RS 2,600. The low flow channel
would continue to flow through the east branch of the split channel from RS 500 to RS 1,400, but unlike
existing conditions, would continue in the second east branch channel from RS 1,400 to RS 2,600. The west
branches of the split channels would reduce the flow volume and hydraulic stress in the east low-flow channel

by conveying a portion of the high flow.
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 1. Channel Aggradation and Narrowing (Maximum Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 3
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 2. New Channel — West Meadow (Minimum Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 4
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 3. Middle Marsh Corridor (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 5
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 4. Inset Floodplain (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 6
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» Constructing a bulkhead at the sailing lagoon to cutoff its open connection with the marina and Lake Tahoe
and reconfiguring the relationship between the sailing lagoon and the Upper Truckee River so that the river
controls the hydrology of the lagoon. The new lagoonal system would be analogous to what currently exists
along Trout Creek, but on a larger scale and similar to the Upper Truckee lagoon system prior to the
construction of the Tahoe Keys development. The lagoon would be constructed just west of the Upper
Truckee River. At flow events greater than bankfull, water would overtop the river’s banks and begin to flow
into the lagoon. Local cut and fill would be used to re-contour the topography of the lagoon and decrease its
depth.

» Constructing a full-service visitor and interpretive center on a Conservancy-owned parcel on high capability
land near the end of VVenice Drive and a small self-service visitor and interpretive center along the existing
bike trail near Trout Creek Bridge. The full-service facility would be fully staffed and would likely require a
concessionaire to support its maintenance costs. It could have office space included, for instance, for the
Conservancy or an appropriate non-profit entity to rent. The full-service facility would contain public
restrooms. A new parking lot would be located adjacent to the full-service visitor and interpretive center near

the end of Venice Drive.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations

throughout the site.

» Reconfiguring the channel dimensions and raising the streambed due to prompted channel aggradation from

the hydraulic structures, which would decrease channel capacity.

» Re-routing the trail providing public access to Cove East Beach west of the sailing lagoon on a new levee
parallel to the marina channel. This would allow integration of the sailing lagoon into an Upper Truckee

River-lagoon complex.

» Enhancing the existing trail alignment providing access to Cove East Beach by constructing a spur trail and
boardwalk to an observation platform near the river mouth. The platform would provide a view across the
river mouth and the meadow and lagoon to the east, as well as out across the lake. The boardwalk railings and

its height above the ground would help keep people off the sandy areas during periods of low lake level.

» Constructing new trails and boardwalks along the eastern perimeter of the site to help direct and control
existing pedestrian access to Barton Meadow, and in particular to the interior of the site. Wet swales and low
mounds would be used to discourage visitor access to the sensitive areas in the center of the marsh. The
function of boardwalks would be to raise people out of the wetter portions of the site where they currently

walk and damage wetland vegetation.
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Providing a raised boardwalk connection to the beach. An observation platform would be constructed at the
end of the boardwalk to provide an overlook of the lake, beach, and the wetland, while discouraging entry

onto the beach itself.

Providing a raised boardwalk for both pedestrians and cyclists that would cross Trout Creek in the southern
portion of the site, and link to existing bicycle trails at both ends. The boardwalk would allow visitors visual
access into the meadow and to the lake beyond, while minimizing the disturbance that large numbers of hikers

can have on meadow plants.
Constructing a Class | bike trail along Venice Drive.

Constructing a loop trail for both pedestrian and bicyclists through the wooded area north of Highland
Woods.

Constructing a river corridor barrier near the current river alignment to reduce wildlife disturbance.
Removing fill behind Harootunian Beach to recreate lagoon and wet meadow conditions.

Restoring sand ridges (“dunes”) at Cove East.

ALTERNATIVE 2. NEW CHANNEL — WEST MEADOW (MINIMUM RECREATION INFRASTRUCTURE)

Key elements specific to Alternative 2 include:

Excavating a new geomorphic bankfull capacity channel that re-establishes the existing meadow as an active
floodplain. Most of the new channel alignment would be located east of the existing channel. A hydraulic
structure would be constructed in the channel to facilitate the flow transition from the relatively low bed

elevation of the existing incised channel to the higher bed elevation of the new channel.

Creating a sinuous, single thread bankfull channel excavated east of the LWS and straightened reach that has

a sinuous planform, bankfull capacity, and active floodplain connection with the existing meadow surface.

Constructing a new river mouth with a reduced capacity and higher bed elevation west of the existing
location. This would provide the opportunity for a small area of beach restoration in the existing channel
location. Since this area is prime Tahoe yellow cress habitat, it is anticipated that Tahoe yellow cress would

expand in this beach restoration area.

Maintaining a low-flow channel in the same alignment, and providing hydraulic stress relief by excavating

portions of the meadow/terrace separating the split channel branches to create areas for high flow release.
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» Constructing a bulkhead at the sailing lagoon to cutoff its open connection with the marina and Lake Tahoe
and reconfiguring the relationship between the sailing lagoon and the Upper Truckee River so that the river
controls the hydrology of the lagoon. The new lagoonal system would be analogous to what currently exists
along Trout Creek, but on a larger scale and similar to the Upper Truckee River lagoon system prior to the
construction of the Tahoe Keys development. The new lagoon would be constructed just west of the Upper
Truckee River. At flow events greater than bankfull, water would overtop the river’s banks and begin to flow

into the lagoon. There would be no change to the dredged depth of the lagoon.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations
throughout the site. No new buildings, public restroom facilities, or additional buildings would be

constructed.

» Reconfiguring the channel dimensions and raising the streambed by encouraging aggradation behind the

hydraulic structures would restore channel capacity.

» Re-routing the trail providing public access to Cove East Beach to west of the sailing lagoon on a new levee
parallel to the marina channel. This would allow integration of the sailing lagoon into an Upper Truckee

River-lagoon complex.

» Constructing view points (on-grade or elevated as observation platforms) on the eastern margin of the site at
the end of each of several streets where people currently access the site. The design intent of the view points

would be to discourage pedestrians and their pets from entering the site.
» Maintaining the location of existing bicycle trails around the perimeter of the study area.
» Constructing a river corridor barrier near the current river alignment to reduce wildlife disturbance.
» Removing fill behind Harootunian Beach to recreate lagoon and wet meadow conditions.
» Restoring sand ridges (“dunes”) at Cove East.

ALTERNATIVE 3. MIDDLE MARSH CORRIDOR (MODERATE RECREATION INFRASTRUCTURE)

Key elements specific to Alternative 3 include:

» Creating a new geomorphic bankfull capacity pilot channel to connect the river with the existing network of
small channels in the middle of the marsh and re-establish an active floodplain on the existing meadow
surface. A hydraulic structure would be constructed in the existing channel to facilitate the flow transition

from the relatively low bed elevation of the existing incised channel to the higher bed elevation of the pilot
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channel and existing meadow channels. No construction would occur within the main meadow’s channel

sections; the river flow paths would be dictated by natural processes.

» Using the existing river mouth location, but reducing its capacity by narrowing with local cut and fill and
constructing a higher bed elevation with engineered grade controls that simulate the resistant horizontal layers

in the subsurface.

» Inthe reach between U.S. 50 and the “Big Bend,” maintaining the low-flow channel in the same alignment,
and provide hydraulic stress relief by excavating portions of the meadow/terrace separating the split channel
branches to create areas for high flow release. Options for additional high flow conveyance under U.S. 50

could include bored overflow conduits.

» Constructing a bulkhead at the sailing lagoon to cutoff its open connection with the marina and Lake Tahoe
and reconfiguring the relationship between the sailing lagoon and the Upper Truckee River so that the river
controls the hydrology of the lagoon. The new lagoonal system would be analogous to what currently exists
along Trout Creek, but on a larger scale and similar to the Upper Truckee lagoon system prior to the
construction of the Tahoe Keys development. Limited re-contouring would be used to adjust the contours and

edges of the lagoon.

» Constructing a small self-service visitor and interpretive center just north of the cul-de-sac at the LWS. Public
restrooms would be included as part of the visitor’s center. A new parking lot would be located on a

Conservancy-owned parcel near the end of Venice Drive.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations

throughout the site.

» Reconfiguring the channel dimensions and raising the streambed by encouraging aggradation behind the

hydraulic structures would restore channel capacity.

» Re-routing the trail providing public access to Cove East Beach to west of the sailing lagoon on a new levee
parallel to the marina channel. This would allow integration of the sailing lagoon into an Upper Truckee

River-lagoon complex.

» Constructing trails and boardwalks along the eastern perimeter of the site to help direct and control the
existing pedestrian access to Barton Meadow, and in particular to the interior of the site. Wet swales and low
mounds would also be used to discourage visitor access to the sensitive areas in the center of the marsh. The
function of boardwalks would be to raise people out of the wetter portions of the site where they currently
walk and damage wetland vegetation.
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» Limiting the eastern trail to the most frequently accessed central portion of the border, and no connection is

provided north across the wetland to the beach.
» Maintaining existing bicycle trails around the perimeter of the study area.
» Constructing a loop trail for both pedestrians and cyclists through the wooded area north of Highland Woods.

ALTERNATIVE 4. INSET FLOODPLAIN (MODERATE RECREATION INFRASTRUCTURE)

Alternative 4 is fundamentally different from Alternatives 1 through 3 in that the existing streambed elevation
would not be raised and no new channels would be excavated into the existing meadow/terrace surface. Key

elements specific to Alternative 4 include:

» Excavating portions of the meadow surface along the corridor of the existing channel to create an inset

floodplain that would increase active floodplain area and flood storage for small magnitude events.
» Using local cut and fill to reduce the width and capacity of the existing channel.

» Creating a sinuous, single thread bankfull channel constructed along a similar alignment as the straightened

reach using local cut and fill.
» Using the existing river mouth location, but reducing its capacity by narrowing it with local cut and fill.

» Maintaining the low-flow channel in the same alignment, and providing hydraulic stress relief by excavating

portions of the meadow/terrace separating the split channel branches to create areas for high flow release.
» Retaining the open connection between the sailing lagoon, the marina, and Lake Tahoe.

» Constructing a small self-service visitor and interpretive center just north of the cul-de-sac at the LWS. Public
restrooms would be included as part of the visitor’s center. A new parking lot would be located on a

Conservancy-owned parcel near the end of Venice Drive.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations

throughout the site.

» Constructing trails and boardwalks along the eastern perimeter of the site to help direct and control existing
pedestrian access to Barton Meadow, and in particular to the interior of the site. Wet swales and low mounds
would also be used to discourage visitor access to the sensitive areas in the center of the marsh. The function
of boardwalks would be to raise people out of the wetter portions of the site where they currently walk and

damage wetland vegetation.
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» Limiting the eastern trail to the most frequently accessed central portion of the border, and no connection is

provided north across the wetland to the beach.
» Maintaining existing bicycle trails around the perimeter of the study area.

» Constructing a perimeter Class | bike trail along the southern border of the site intended to provide a bike trail

connection.
» Creating a river corridor barrier near the current river alignment to reduce wildlife disturbance.

ALTERNATIVE 5. NO PROJECT/NO ACTION

Under Alternative 5, no changes to the river or marsh would be implemented and existing conditions in the study

area would be projected into the future.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The following subject areas include potential environmental effects associated with the range of alternatives
identified above. These issues will be explored further during project scoping and during preparation of the draft
EIR/EIS:

Land Use. Land use impacts to be addressed in the EIR/EIS/EIS include changes to onsite uses, land use
compatibility, and community character. The EIR/EIS/EIS will also address consistency with the TRPA plan area
statement (PAS) requirements (PAS 100 and 102).

Hydrology, Geomorphology, and Water Quality. Alternatives 1-4 would restore a portion of the Upper Truckee

River with the intent to improve long-term water quality in the river and Lake Tahoe by reducing the reach’s
contribution of nutrients and suspended sediment to the river. Implementation of Alternatives 1-4 could create a
risk that short-term increases in sediment load during the construction period. Best Management Practices and
mitigation measures would be developed to address potential short-term impacts to water quality that are
identified in the EIR/EIS/EIS. Restoration of the river channel would change the hydrologic and geomorphic
processes of the river. The hydrologic analysis will focus primarily on assessing changes to flow patterns as
related to changes in channel form and function, support of restoration objectives, and avoidance of any increase
in flood hazard to developed land uses adjacent to the river. The geomorphic assessment will focus on potential
short- and long-term changes in sediment fate and transport and landscape-scale factors. The EIR/EIS/EIS will

also address long-term water quality monitoring needs.

Biological Resources (Fisheries and Aguatic Resources, Vegetation and Wildlife). Alternatives 1-4 include

actions for enhancing or restoring native vegetation communities, protecting sensitive wildlife habitat areas from
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excessive public use, and enhancing terrestrial and aquatic habitat values. These actions would affect the
distribution, extent, and quality of sensitive and common biological resources on the project site. Each alternative
was designed to result in long-term benefits to biological resources; however, construction of Alternatives 1-4
would remove or disturb terrestrial and aquatic habitats in some locations. Each alternative would result in
changes in existing public access to and recreational uses of the project site, which would influence future patterns
of disturbance on biological resources. The EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate the potential indirect, direct, and
cumulative effects of each alternative on: 1) existing vegetation communities, wildlife habitats, and aquatic
resources; 2) common and ecologically significant vegetation, wildlife, and aquatic resources; and 3) special-
status plant, wildlife, and aquatic species, including TRPA Special Interest Species. The relationship of project
effects to TRPA thresholds for vegetation, wildlife, and fisheries will be evaluated.

Earth Resources: Geology and Soils, and Land Capability and Coverage. Alternatives 1-4 would involve

grading and excavating for reconfiguration of a portion of the Upper Truckee River and changing site topography
for restoration purposes, including filling portions of the existing, degraded channel. The EIR/EIS/EIS will
describe potential environmental effects related to land capability and coverage, soils and geology, topographic
alteration, seismic hazards, slope stability, and erosion potential. If soil export outside of the study area is

necessary, potential disposal sites will be identified and evaluated.

Scenic Resources. Alternatives 1-4 would result in the changes to natural elements that contribute to the scenic

quality of the study area (e.g., river channel, river mouth, lagoon, vegetation), as well as changes related to the
installation of recreation-related structures (e.qg., trails, boardwalks, viewing points, visitor center). Visibility of
these changes from the appropriate shoreline travel route on the lake and from U.S. 50, a TRPA-designated scenic
travel route, will be determined. Potential impacts from construction and operation of the alternatives will be
evaluated from sensitive viewpoints in or near the study area. Scenic effects will be evaluated in terms of
visibility of the alternatives, alteration of the visual setting, sensitivity of viewpoints, and potential effects on
TRPA scenic thresholds.

Public Access and Recreation. Construction and operation of Alternatives 1-4 would result in changes in existing

public access to and recreational uses of the study area. The study area is surrounded by residential neighborhoods
of South Lake Tahoe. PAS 102 on west side of the study area includes a priority for public access to the lake at
Cove East Beach. PAS 100, which occupies the center and east side of the study area, emphasizes resources
conservation. The location of a boat take-out site on the river differs among the alternatives, so impacts to
paddling use of the river will be evaluated. The EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate the changes to existing recreation areas
and uses, the change to TRPA persons-at-one-time (PAOTS) allocations in the project area, the effect on TRPA

recreation thresholds, trail connectivity, and river access and crossings.
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Cultural Resources. The study area is located on undeveloped land. The EIR/EIS/EIS will analyze the potential

for cultural resources to be located on or near the site and the potential for disturbance of known and/or
undiscovered cultural resources due to implementation of the proposed alternatives. Also, the proposed action
includes consideration of Native American cultural uses of the study area and how restoration can be compatible
with and support those uses. The EIR/EIS/EIS process will include consultation with the Washoe Tribe and

evaluation in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Transportation, Parking and Circulation. Alternatives 1-4 would generate short-term, construction-related

traffic. Long-term traffic generated by the recreational components will also be discussed. The transportation
analysis will include identification of major roadways that may be affected by the proposed alternatives, traffic
volumes on those roadways, overall operating conditions, public transit routes that may be affected by the

proposed alternatives, and major pedestrian or bicycle routes that may be affected by the proposed alternatives.

Air Quality. Alternatives 1-4 would involve construction emissions and generation of fugitive dust, as well as
generate construction traffic in the area, contributing pollutants to the air basin. The EIR/EIS/EIS will include an
assessment of short-term (i.e., construction) air quality impacts and long-term (i.e., operational) regional air

pollutant emissions, including mobile, stationary, and area source emissions.

Noise. The EIR/EIS/EIS will assess potential short-term (i.e., construction) noise impacts, relative to sensitive
receptors and their potential exposure. Noise levels of specific construction equipment will be determined and
resultant noise levels at nearby receptors (at given distances from the source) will be calculated. Long-term (i.e.,

operational) noise impacts, including increased noise from mobile, stationary, and area sources, will be assessed.

Public Services and Utilities. The public services and utilities section of the EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate impacts

on power, water treatment and distribution, wastewater collection, solid waste collection and disposal, police

services, fire protection services, schools, and fire fuel management.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The EIR/EIS/EIS will assess whether potential hazardous materials may be

located in the study area. The EIR/EIS/EIS will also address hazardous materials issues related to adjoining

properties.

Agricultural and Mineral Resources. The proposed alternatives are not expected to affect agricultural or mineral

resources in the study area. Existing resources will be verified and discussed in the EIR/EIS/EIS.

Socioeconomics. With the exception of recreation, discussed above, the proposed alternatives are not expected to

significantly affect socioeconomic factors associated with the study area. The EIR/EIS/EIS will consider potential

economic impacts related to implementation of the proposed alternatives.
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Growth Inducement. The effects of the proposed alternatives on growth inducement will be addressed in the

EIR/EIS/EIS; however, the proposed alternatives are not expected to induce or result in the growth of population
in the region, cause an increase in demand for employment opportunities, or cause an increase in other public

needs.

Cumulative Effects. The EIR/EIS/EIS will identify and describe recently approved and reasonably anticipated

non-river related projects in the South Lake Tahoe area and vicinity of the Upper Truckee Marsh, other river
restoration projects being contemplated for upstream reaches of the Upper Truckee River, and region-wide
planning efforts currently underway (e.g., Pathway 2007, the total maximum daily load [TMDL] requirement
being developed for the Upper Truckee River). The EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate the combined effects of these

activities with the proposed action.

TRPA Threshold Carrying Capacities: The EIR/EIS/EIS will include assessment of the proposed action’s

compliance with and contribution to the attainment of threshold carrying capacities adopted by TRPA.

INTENDED USES OF THE EIR/EIS/EIS

The Conservancy, Reclamation, and TRPA will use this EIR/EIS/EIS to consider the environmental effects,
mitigation measures, and alternatives, when reviewing the proposed action for approval. The EIR/EIS/EIS will
serve as the State’s CEQA compliance document, as Reclamation’s NEPA compliance document, and as TRPA’s
compliance document with respect to its Compact and Chapter 5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. State
responsible and trustee agencies and federal cooperating agencies may also use this EIR/EIS/EIS, as needed, for

subsequent discretionary actions.

PUBLIC SCOPING

Public scoping meetings are being conducted to provide you with the opportunity to learn more about the
proposed action and to express oral comments about the content of the EIR/EIS/EIS, in addition to your

opportunity to submit written comments. The scoping meetings will be held at the following times and locations:
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Wednesday, October 11, 2006 Wednesday, October 25, 2006

TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting Governing Board Meeting

North Tahoe Conference Center Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

See agenda item at: See agenda item at:
http://www.trpa.org/default. aspx ?tabid=259 http://www.trpa.org/ default.aspx?tabid=258
North Tahoe Conference Center 128 Market Street

8318 North Lake Boulevard Stateline, NV 89449

Kings Beach, CA 96143

Tuesday, October 24, 2006 Tuesday, October 24, 2006
12:00 p.m. ~ 2:00 p.m. 6:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.
Inn By The Lake Inn By The Lake
3300 Lake Tahoe Blvd. 3300 Lake Tahoe Blvd.
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
) Ocrober 3. 2006
/ity St
Project Manager, TRPA Date

/ é Ocrober 3, 206
) ’\,g/[mvz,// . e,

Program Manager, California Tahoe Conservancy Date
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Public Announcement
Regarding Comment Period Continuation












TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

P.O. Box 5310 Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor:
128 Market Street CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY
Stateline, Nevada 89449-5310 1061 Third Street
Phone: (775) 588-4547 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
Fax: (775) 588-4527 (530) 542-5580
Email: trpa@trpa.org www.trpa.org (530) 542-5591 (fax)

This notice is being issued jointly by the State of California and the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency and meets CEQA and TRPA noticing requirements for a Notice of Preparation.

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

To: California State Clearinghouse
Nevada State Clearinghouse
Cooperating Agencies
Responsible and Trustee Agencies
Interested Parties and Organizations
Affected Property Owners (within 300 feet of the study area boundaries)

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS)/EIS for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project, South Lake Tahoe, California.

Lead Agencies:

State of California United States Department of the Interior
California Tahoe Conservancy Bureau of Reclamation

1061 Third Street 2800 Cottage Way, Room E-2606

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 Sacramento, CA 95825-1898

Contact: Jacqui Grandfield, UC Consultant, Wildlife ~ Contact: Myrnie Mayville, NEPA Coordinator
Program Phone: (916) 978-5037

Phone: (530) 542-5580 Fax:  (916) 978-5055

Fax:  (530) 542-5591 Email: mmayville@mp.usbr.gov

Email: jgrandfield@tahoecons.ca.gov

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

P.O. Box 5310

Stateline, NV 89448

Contact: Mike Elam, Associate Environmental Planner
Phone: (775) 588-4547 ext.308 Fax: (775) 588-4527
Email: MElam@trpa.org

Project Title: Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project

Project Location:  The Upper Truckee River drains the largest watershed in the Lake Tahoe Basin. The
Upper Truckee Marsh is located on the south shore of Lake Tahoe where the river enters
the lake. The study area for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project is
generally bounded by U.S. Highway 50 (U.S. 50) and the Highland Woods neighborhood
on the south, the Al Tahoe neighborhood on the east, and Tahoe Islands/Sky Meadows


mailto:mmayville@mp.usbr.gov
mailto:MElam@trpa.org
mailto:jgrandfield@tahoecons.ca.gov

and Tahoe Keys neighborhoods on the west (Exhibit 1). The study area is approximately
592 acres, and includes parcels owned by the California Tahoe Conservancy
(Conservancy), other public agencies, and private landowners (Exhibit 2). It includes the
downstream reaches of Trout Creek and the Upper Truckee River, adjacent wetland and
uplands habitats, and the Lower West Side (LWS) Wetlands Restoration Project site

(located in the northwest portion of the study area, just east of the Tahoe Keys Marina).

The Conservancy, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
(TRPA) are preparing a joint EIR/EIS/EIS for the Upper Truckee Marsh Restoration Project (project). This joint
document will serve as an EIR prepared by the Conservancy pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA); an EIS prepared by Reclamation pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations Implementing NEPA; and an EIS prepared by TRPA
pursuant to its Compact and Chapter 5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. This notice meets the CEQA and TRPA
noticing requirements for a Notice of Preparation (NOP). Reclamation has prepared a separate notice that meets

NEPA requirements for a Notice of Intent (NOI) for publication in the Federal Register.

We would like to know the views of interested persons, organizations, and agencies as to the scope and content of
the information to be included and analyzed in the EIR/EIS/EIS. Agencies should comment on the elements of the
environmental information that are relevant to their statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed
alternatives. The project description, location, alternatives to be evaluated in the EIR/EIS/EIS, and potential

environmental effects of the proposed alternatives (to the extent known) are contained in this NOP.

In compliance with the time limits mandated by State law and TRPA, your response should be sent at the earliest

possible date, but not later than November 2, 2006. Please send your written responses to:

State of California Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Jacqui Grandfield, UC Consultant, Mike Elam, Associate Environmental Planner
Wildlife Program OR P. O. Box 5310

California Tahoe Conservancy Stateline, NV 89449

1061 Third Street
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Responses should include the name of a contact person at your agency or organization.

SUMMARY

The Conservancy, Reclamation, and TRPA are pursuing a restoration project along the reach of the Upper
Truckee River that extends from U.S. 50 north to Lake Tahoe, including the adjacent meadow and wetland. The

primary purpose of the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project is to restore natural geomorphic
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Regional Location Exhibit 1
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Study Area Map Exhibit 2
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processes and ecological functions along this reach of river. The Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration
Project is identified in TRPA’s Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) as a project that is necessary to
restore and maintain environmental thresholds for the Lake Tahoe Basin. EIP projects are designed to achieve and

maintain environmental thresholds that protect Tahoe’s unique and valued resources.

An extensive evaluation and restoration planning process has been conducted to identify potentially feasible
approaches for restoration of the river and marsh. As a result of that process, the following five alternatives,
including four action alternatives and a No Project/No Action Alternative, are intended to be evaluated in the
EIR/EIS/EIS.

» Alternative 1. Channel Aggradation and Narrowing (Maximum Recreation Infrastructure)
» Alternative 2. New Channel — West Meadow (Minimum Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 3. Middle Marsh Corridor (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 4. Inset Floodplain (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 5. No Project/No Action

These alternatives are named for their approach to restoration of the Upper Truckee River, and the associated

level of recreation infrastructure, and are described in more detail below.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

The Upper Truckee River has been substantially altered by land practices during the past 150 years. Throughout
its watershed, the river has experienced ecosystem degradation typical of what has occurred elsewhere in the
Basin. The river has been modified from its original conditions by human activities, such as logging; livestock
grazing; roads; golf courses; an airport; and residential, commercial and industrial developments. These
conditions have resulted in increased sediment and nutrient loads discharging into Lake Tahoe from the river,
which contribute to the declining clarity of the lake. Human influences have also resulted in reduced habitat
quality for plant, wildlife, and fish species in the watershed. Restoration of natural processes and ecological

functions of the river is an important part of the response to the decline in lake clarity.

Restoration planning for the marsh began in the early 1990’s with studies conducted by the University of
California. In 1995, the Conservancy commissioned a restoration planning and design study, which identified a
tentatively preferred river restoration concept two years later. However, it was determined that river restoration
required use of the entire Upper Truckee Marsh, and at that time the east side of the marsh was not owned by the
Conservancy; therefore, this tentatively selected concept could not be pursued. In 1998, the Conservancy began

planning and design of an initial phase of wetland restoration on a 23-acre portion of a study area located on the
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east side of the Upper Truckee River near Lake Tahoe (Exhibit 2). This is an area, called the Lower West Side
Wetland Restoration Project (LWS), where the marsh had been previously filled during the construction of the
adjacent Tahoe Keys. After careful investigations, planning, and design; extensive environmental review; and
community outreach, the Conservancy approved restoration of 12 acres of wetland through fill removal as the
LWS Project in 2001. Construction commenced in the summer of 2001 and was completed in the summer of
2003.

In 2000, the Conservancy purchased 311 acres of land in the center of the marsh from a private party, bringing
nearly the entire Truckee Marsh into public ownership. Currently, the majority of the study area is owned by the
Conservancy, including the marsh and meadows surrounding the lower reach of Trout Creek. Restoration
concepts encompassing the whole marsh and the lower reach of the river could be developed after the acquisition.
As part of this process, the Conservancy has also conducted public access and recreation use management
planning for the river, marsh, and beach.

Initially, the Conservancy defined project objectives and desired outcomes to direct the restoration planning
process. A comprehensive evaluation and documentation of the existing natural processes and functions in the
study area were conducted to begin the alternatives planning process. This evaluation enabled the identification of
potential restoration opportunities and constraints. Armed with detailed information about the river and marsh
processes and ecological functions, the Conservancy hosted a design charrette (i.e., interactive workshop) for
agencies and other stakeholders to identify the spectrum of potentially feasible restoration ideas to be considered
in the development of concept plan alternatives. Four alternative concept plans, all developed to be potentially
feasible, were formulated to represent a reasonable range of restoration approaches. The four concepts generated
by this extensive process became the four action alternatives being evaluated in the EIR/EIS/EIS. A preferred
alternative will be identified after public review of the four alternatives and public comments are received on the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

To date, key stages of the Upper Truckee Marsh Restoration project have included the following:

» Evaluating existing natural processes and functions of the Upper Truckee River and marsh in 2000 and 2001
» Establishing project objectives and desired outcomes in 2002, and updating them in 2005.

» Defining restoration opportunities and constraints in 2002 and 2003

» Conducting a restoration design charette in 2003 to receive input from stakeholders on project priorities,

concerns and constraints, and design ideas.

» Conducting hydraulic modeling studies to support the development and evaluation of project alternatives.
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» Initial development and comparative evaluation of four conceptual restoration alternatives in 2004 and 2005.
» Regulatory agency review of alternative concepts for key issues and regulatory requirements in 2005.

» Further refinement and evaluation of the alternatives, and preparation of a Concept Plan Report (July 2006).

PURPOSE AND NEED

The need for the project originates from the environmental degradation that the Upper Truckee River has
historically experienced as a result of human alterations to the river and watershed. The purpose of the proposed
action is to restore natural geomorphic processes and ecological functions in this lowest reach of the Upper
Truckee River and the surrounding marsh to improve ecological values of the study area and help reduce the

river’s discharge of nutrients and sediment that diminish Lake Tahoe’s clarity.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The following basic objectives of the project were developed for the proposed action to meet the purpose and
need:

Objective 1. Restore natural and self-sustaining river and floodplain processes and functions

Objective 2. Protect, enhance, and restore naturally functioning habitats

Objective 3.  Restore and enhance fish and wildlife habitat quality

Objective 4. Improve water quality through enhancement of natural physical and biological processes
Objective 5. Protect and, where feasible, expand Tahoe yellow cress populations

Objective 6.  Provide public access, access to vistas, and environmental education at the Lower West Side and
Cove East Beach

Objective 7. Avoid increasing flood hazard on adjacent private property
Objective 8.  Design with sensitivity to the site’s history and cultural heritage
Objective 9.  Design the wetland/urban interface to help provide habitat value and water quality benefits

Objective 10. Implement a public health and safety program, including mosquito monitoring and control

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

Four “action” alternatives, and the No Project/No Action Alternative, will be evaluated at an equal level of detail in
the EIR/EIS/EIS. The four action alternatives are illustrated in Exhibits 3 through 6 and are described below. It is
important to note that many of the individual components in each alternative are modular and could be transferred to

other alternatives, or recombined after environmental review to formulate different variations of the alternatives.
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All four action alternatives include a recreation and public access component. These ideas are expressed at three
levels of development intensity with respect to recreation-related infrastructure (“maximum”, “minimum”, and
“moderate”). At this point in project planning, there is no necessary connection between the recreation and public
access approach included in a particular alternative and the river restoration strategy of that alternative. The level
of public access and recreational facilities included in the alternative selected for implementation would need to

be compatible with that alternative’s river and marsh restoration strategy.

ALTERNATIVE 1. CHANNEL AGGRADATION AND NARROWING (MAXIMUM RECREATION
INFRASTRUCTURE)

Key elements specific to Alternative 1 include:

» Raising the bed elevation of the existing channel closer to the existing meadow surface as a means of re-
establishing an active floodplain, which would be achieved by placing a series of structures in the channel
designed to alter hydraulics and intentionally cause sediment aggradation of the bed. Local cut and fill would
be used to narrow the channel. Bar development in the aggrading channel would also contribute to channel
narrowing.

» Creating a sinuous, single thread bankfull channel excavated through the LWS.

» Using the existing river mouth location, but reducing its capacity by narrowing it with local cut and fill and/or

placement of bioengineered structures to encourage sediment deposition.

» Reconfiguring two sections of split channel from River Station (RS) 500 to RS 2,600. The low flow channel
would continue to flow through the east branch of the split channel from RS 500 to RS 1,400, but unlike
existing conditions, would continue in the second east branch channel from RS 1,400 to RS 2,600. The west
branches of the split channels would reduce the flow volume and hydraulic stress in the east low-flow channel

by conveying a portion of the high flow.
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 1. Channel Aggradation and Narrowing (Maximum Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 3
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 2. New Channel — West Meadow (Minimum Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 4
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 3. Middle Marsh Corridor (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 5
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 4. Inset Floodplain (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 6
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» Constructing a bulkhead at the sailing lagoon to cutoff its open connection with the marina and Lake Tahoe
and reconfiguring the relationship between the sailing lagoon and the Upper Truckee River so that the river
controls the hydrology of the lagoon. The new lagoonal system would be analogous to what currently exists
along Trout Creek, but on a larger scale and similar to the Upper Truckee lagoon system prior to the
construction of the Tahoe Keys development. The lagoon would be constructed just west of the Upper
Truckee River. At flow events greater than bankfull, water would overtop the river’s banks and begin to flow
into the lagoon. Local cut and fill would be used to re-contour the topography of the lagoon and decrease its
depth.

» Constructing a full-service visitor and interpretive center on a Conservancy-owned parcel on high capability
land near the end of VVenice Drive and a small self-service visitor and interpretive center along the existing
bike trail near Trout Creek Bridge. The full-service facility would be fully staffed and would likely require a
concessionaire to support its maintenance costs. It could have office space included, for instance, for the
Conservancy or an appropriate non-profit entity to rent. The full-service facility would contain public
restrooms. A new parking lot would be located adjacent to the full-service visitor and interpretive center near

the end of Venice Drive.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations

throughout the site.

» Reconfiguring the channel dimensions and raising the streambed due to prompted channel aggradation from

the hydraulic structures, which would decrease channel capacity.

» Re-routing the trail providing public access to Cove East Beach west of the sailing lagoon on a new levee
parallel to the marina channel. This would allow integration of the sailing lagoon into an Upper Truckee

River-lagoon complex.

» Enhancing the existing trail alignment providing access to Cove East Beach by constructing a spur trail and
boardwalk to an observation platform near the river mouth. The platform would provide a view across the
river mouth and the meadow and lagoon to the east, as well as out across the lake. The boardwalk railings and

its height above the ground would help keep people off the sandy areas during periods of low lake level.

» Constructing new trails and boardwalks along the eastern perimeter of the site to help direct and control
existing pedestrian access to Barton Meadow, and in particular to the interior of the site. Wet swales and low
mounds would be used to discourage visitor access to the sensitive areas in the center of the marsh. The
function of boardwalks would be to raise people out of the wetter portions of the site where they currently

walk and damage wetland vegetation.
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Providing a raised boardwalk connection to the beach. An observation platform would be constructed at the
end of the boardwalk to provide an overlook of the lake, beach, and the wetland, while discouraging entry

onto the beach itself.

Providing a raised boardwalk for both pedestrians and cyclists that would cross Trout Creek in the southern
portion of the site, and link to existing bicycle trails at both ends. The boardwalk would allow visitors visual
access into the meadow and to the lake beyond, while minimizing the disturbance that large numbers of hikers

can have on meadow plants.
Constructing a Class | bike trail along Venice Drive.

Constructing a loop trail for both pedestrian and bicyclists through the wooded area north of Highland
Woods.

Constructing a river corridor barrier near the current river alignment to reduce wildlife disturbance.
Removing fill behind Harootunian Beach to recreate lagoon and wet meadow conditions.

Restoring sand ridges (“dunes”) at Cove East.

ALTERNATIVE 2. NEW CHANNEL — WEST MEADOW (MINIMUM RECREATION INFRASTRUCTURE)

Key elements specific to Alternative 2 include:

Excavating a new geomorphic bankfull capacity channel that re-establishes the existing meadow as an active
floodplain. Most of the new channel alignment would be located east of the existing channel. A hydraulic
structure would be constructed in the channel to facilitate the flow transition from the relatively low bed

elevation of the existing incised channel to the higher bed elevation of the new channel.

Creating a sinuous, single thread bankfull channel excavated east of the LWS and straightened reach that has

a sinuous planform, bankfull capacity, and active floodplain connection with the existing meadow surface.

Constructing a new river mouth with a reduced capacity and higher bed elevation west of the existing
location. This would provide the opportunity for a small area of beach restoration in the existing channel
location. Since this area is prime Tahoe yellow cress habitat, it is anticipated that Tahoe yellow cress would

expand in this beach restoration area.

Maintaining a low-flow channel in the same alignment, and providing hydraulic stress relief by excavating

portions of the meadow/terrace separating the split channel branches to create areas for high flow release.

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project
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» Constructing a bulkhead at the sailing lagoon to cutoff its open connection with the marina and Lake Tahoe
and reconfiguring the relationship between the sailing lagoon and the Upper Truckee River so that the river
controls the hydrology of the lagoon. The new lagoonal system would be analogous to what currently exists
along Trout Creek, but on a larger scale and similar to the Upper Truckee River lagoon system prior to the
construction of the Tahoe Keys development. The new lagoon would be constructed just west of the Upper
Truckee River. At flow events greater than bankfull, water would overtop the river’s banks and begin to flow

into the lagoon. There would be no change to the dredged depth of the lagoon.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations
throughout the site. No new buildings, public restroom facilities, or additional buildings would be

constructed.

» Reconfiguring the channel dimensions and raising the streambed by encouraging aggradation behind the

hydraulic structures would restore channel capacity.

» Re-routing the trail providing public access to Cove East Beach to west of the sailing lagoon on a new levee
parallel to the marina channel. This would allow integration of the sailing lagoon into an Upper Truckee

River-lagoon complex.

» Constructing view points (on-grade or elevated as observation platforms) on the eastern margin of the site at
the end of each of several streets where people currently access the site. The design intent of the view points

would be to discourage pedestrians and their pets from entering the site.
» Maintaining the location of existing bicycle trails around the perimeter of the study area.
» Constructing a river corridor barrier near the current river alignment to reduce wildlife disturbance.
» Removing fill behind Harootunian Beach to recreate lagoon and wet meadow conditions.
» Restoring sand ridges (“dunes”) at Cove East.

ALTERNATIVE 3. MIDDLE MARSH CORRIDOR (MODERATE RECREATION INFRASTRUCTURE)

Key elements specific to Alternative 3 include:

» Creating a new geomorphic bankfull capacity pilot channel to connect the river with the existing network of
small channels in the middle of the marsh and re-establish an active floodplain on the existing meadow
surface. A hydraulic structure would be constructed in the existing channel to facilitate the flow transition

from the relatively low bed elevation of the existing incised channel to the higher bed elevation of the pilot
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channel and existing meadow channels. No construction would occur within the main meadow’s channel

sections; the river flow paths would be dictated by natural processes.

» Using the existing river mouth location, but reducing its capacity by narrowing with local cut and fill and
constructing a higher bed elevation with engineered grade controls that simulate the resistant horizontal layers

in the subsurface.

» Inthe reach between U.S. 50 and the “Big Bend,” maintaining the low-flow channel in the same alignment,
and provide hydraulic stress relief by excavating portions of the meadow/terrace separating the split channel
branches to create areas for high flow release. Options for additional high flow conveyance under U.S. 50

could include bored overflow conduits.

» Constructing a bulkhead at the sailing lagoon to cutoff its open connection with the marina and Lake Tahoe
and reconfiguring the relationship between the sailing lagoon and the Upper Truckee River so that the river
controls the hydrology of the lagoon. The new lagoonal system would be analogous to what currently exists
along Trout Creek, but on a larger scale and similar to the Upper Truckee lagoon system prior to the
construction of the Tahoe Keys development. Limited re-contouring would be used to adjust the contours and

edges of the lagoon.

» Constructing a small self-service visitor and interpretive center just north of the cul-de-sac at the LWS. Public
restrooms would be included as part of the visitor’s center. A new parking lot would be located on a

Conservancy-owned parcel near the end of Venice Drive.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations

throughout the site.

» Reconfiguring the channel dimensions and raising the streambed by encouraging aggradation behind the

hydraulic structures would restore channel capacity.

» Re-routing the trail providing public access to Cove East Beach to west of the sailing lagoon on a new levee
parallel to the marina channel. This would allow integration of the sailing lagoon into an Upper Truckee

River-lagoon complex.

» Constructing trails and boardwalks along the eastern perimeter of the site to help direct and control the
existing pedestrian access to Barton Meadow, and in particular to the interior of the site. Wet swales and low
mounds would also be used to discourage visitor access to the sensitive areas in the center of the marsh. The
function of boardwalks would be to raise people out of the wetter portions of the site where they currently
walk and damage wetland vegetation.
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» Limiting the eastern trail to the most frequently accessed central portion of the border, and no connection is

provided north across the wetland to the beach.
» Maintaining existing bicycle trails around the perimeter of the study area.
» Constructing a loop trail for both pedestrians and cyclists through the wooded area north of Highland Woods.

ALTERNATIVE 4. INSET FLOODPLAIN (MODERATE RECREATION INFRASTRUCTURE)

Alternative 4 is fundamentally different from Alternatives 1 through 3 in that the existing streambed elevation
would not be raised and no new channels would be excavated into the existing meadow/terrace surface. Key

elements specific to Alternative 4 include:

» Excavating portions of the meadow surface along the corridor of the existing channel to create an inset

floodplain that would increase active floodplain area and flood storage for small magnitude events.
» Using local cut and fill to reduce the width and capacity of the existing channel.

» Creating a sinuous, single thread bankfull channel constructed along a similar alignment as the straightened

reach using local cut and fill.
» Using the existing river mouth location, but reducing its capacity by narrowing it with local cut and fill.

» Maintaining the low-flow channel in the same alignment, and providing hydraulic stress relief by excavating

portions of the meadow/terrace separating the split channel branches to create areas for high flow release.
» Retaining the open connection between the sailing lagoon, the marina, and Lake Tahoe.

» Constructing a small self-service visitor and interpretive center just north of the cul-de-sac at the LWS. Public
restrooms would be included as part of the visitor’s center. A new parking lot would be located on a

Conservancy-owned parcel near the end of Venice Drive.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations

throughout the site.

» Constructing trails and boardwalks along the eastern perimeter of the site to help direct and control existing
pedestrian access to Barton Meadow, and in particular to the interior of the site. Wet swales and low mounds
would also be used to discourage visitor access to the sensitive areas in the center of the marsh. The function
of boardwalks would be to raise people out of the wetter portions of the site where they currently walk and

damage wetland vegetation.
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» Limiting the eastern trail to the most frequently accessed central portion of the border, and no connection is

provided north across the wetland to the beach.
» Maintaining existing bicycle trails around the perimeter of the study area.

» Constructing a perimeter Class | bike trail along the southern border of the site intended to provide a bike trail

connection.
» Creating a river corridor barrier near the current river alignment to reduce wildlife disturbance.

ALTERNATIVE 5. NO PROJECT/NO ACTION

Under Alternative 5, no changes to the river or marsh would be implemented and existing conditions in the study

area would be projected into the future.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The following subject areas include potential environmental effects associated with the range of alternatives
identified above. These issues will be explored further during project scoping and during preparation of the draft
EIR/EIS:

Land Use. Land use impacts to be addressed in the EIR/EIS/EIS include changes to onsite uses, land use
compatibility, and community character. The EIR/EIS/EIS will also address consistency with the TRPA plan area
statement (PAS) requirements (PAS 100 and 102).

Hydrology, Geomorphology, and Water Quality. Alternatives 1-4 would restore a portion of the Upper Truckee

River with the intent to improve long-term water quality in the river and Lake Tahoe by reducing the reach’s
contribution of nutrients and suspended sediment to the river. Implementation of Alternatives 1-4 could create a
risk that short-term increases in sediment load during the construction period. Best Management Practices and
mitigation measures would be developed to address potential short-term impacts to water quality that are
identified in the EIR/EIS/EIS. Restoration of the river channel would change the hydrologic and geomorphic
processes of the river. The hydrologic analysis will focus primarily on assessing changes to flow patterns as
related to changes in channel form and function, support of restoration objectives, and avoidance of any increase
in flood hazard to developed land uses adjacent to the river. The geomorphic assessment will focus on potential
short- and long-term changes in sediment fate and transport and landscape-scale factors. The EIR/EIS/EIS will

also address long-term water quality monitoring needs.

Biological Resources (Fisheries and Aguatic Resources, Vegetation and Wildlife). Alternatives 1-4 include

actions for enhancing or restoring native vegetation communities, protecting sensitive wildlife habitat areas from
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excessive public use, and enhancing terrestrial and aquatic habitat values. These actions would affect the
distribution, extent, and quality of sensitive and common biological resources on the project site. Each alternative
was designed to result in long-term benefits to biological resources; however, construction of Alternatives 1-4
would remove or disturb terrestrial and aquatic habitats in some locations. Each alternative would result in
changes in existing public access to and recreational uses of the project site, which would influence future patterns
of disturbance on biological resources. The EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate the potential indirect, direct, and
cumulative effects of each alternative on: 1) existing vegetation communities, wildlife habitats, and aquatic
resources; 2) common and ecologically significant vegetation, wildlife, and aquatic resources; and 3) special-
status plant, wildlife, and aquatic species, including TRPA Special Interest Species. The relationship of project
effects to TRPA thresholds for vegetation, wildlife, and fisheries will be evaluated.

Earth Resources: Geology and Soils, and Land Capability and Coverage. Alternatives 1-4 would involve

grading and excavating for reconfiguration of a portion of the Upper Truckee River and changing site topography
for restoration purposes, including filling portions of the existing, degraded channel. The EIR/EIS/EIS will
describe potential environmental effects related to land capability and coverage, soils and geology, topographic
alteration, seismic hazards, slope stability, and erosion potential. If soil export outside of the study area is

necessary, potential disposal sites will be identified and evaluated.

Scenic Resources. Alternatives 1-4 would result in the changes to natural elements that contribute to the scenic

quality of the study area (e.g., river channel, river mouth, lagoon, vegetation), as well as changes related to the
installation of recreation-related structures (e.qg., trails, boardwalks, viewing points, visitor center). Visibility of
these changes from the appropriate shoreline travel route on the lake and from U.S. 50, a TRPA-designated scenic
travel route, will be determined. Potential impacts from construction and operation of the alternatives will be
evaluated from sensitive viewpoints in or near the study area. Scenic effects will be evaluated in terms of
visibility of the alternatives, alteration of the visual setting, sensitivity of viewpoints, and potential effects on
TRPA scenic thresholds.

Public Access and Recreation. Construction and operation of Alternatives 1-4 would result in changes in existing

public access to and recreational uses of the study area. The study area is surrounded by residential neighborhoods
of South Lake Tahoe. PAS 102 on west side of the study area includes a priority for public access to the lake at
Cove East Beach. PAS 100, which occupies the center and east side of the study area, emphasizes resources
conservation. The location of a boat take-out site on the river differs among the alternatives, so impacts to
paddling use of the river will be evaluated. The EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate the changes to existing recreation areas
and uses, the change to TRPA persons-at-one-time (PAOTS) allocations in the project area, the effect on TRPA

recreation thresholds, trail connectivity, and river access and crossings.
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Cultural Resources. The study area is located on undeveloped land. The EIR/EIS/EIS will analyze the potential

for cultural resources to be located on or near the site and the potential for disturbance of known and/or
undiscovered cultural resources due to implementation of the proposed alternatives. Also, the proposed action
includes consideration of Native American cultural uses of the study area and how restoration can be compatible
with and support those uses. The EIR/EIS/EIS process will include consultation with the Washoe Tribe and

evaluation in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Transportation, Parking and Circulation. Alternatives 1-4 would generate short-term, construction-related

traffic. Long-term traffic generated by the recreational components will also be discussed. The transportation
analysis will include identification of major roadways that may be affected by the proposed alternatives, traffic
volumes on those roadways, overall operating conditions, public transit routes that may be affected by the

proposed alternatives, and major pedestrian or bicycle routes that may be affected by the proposed alternatives.

Air Quality. Alternatives 1-4 would involve construction emissions and generation of fugitive dust, as well as
generate construction traffic in the area, contributing pollutants to the air basin. The EIR/EIS/EIS will include an
assessment of short-term (i.e., construction) air quality impacts and long-term (i.e., operational) regional air

pollutant emissions, including mobile, stationary, and area source emissions.

Noise. The EIR/EIS/EIS will assess potential short-term (i.e., construction) noise impacts, relative to sensitive
receptors and their potential exposure. Noise levels of specific construction equipment will be determined and
resultant noise levels at nearby receptors (at given distances from the source) will be calculated. Long-term (i.e.,

operational) noise impacts, including increased noise from mobile, stationary, and area sources, will be assessed.

Public Services and Utilities. The public services and utilities section of the EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate impacts

on power, water treatment and distribution, wastewater collection, solid waste collection and disposal, police

services, fire protection services, schools, and fire fuel management.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The EIR/EIS/EIS will assess whether potential hazardous materials may be

located in the study area. The EIR/EIS/EIS will also address hazardous materials issues related to adjoining

properties.

Agricultural and Mineral Resources. The proposed alternatives are not expected to affect agricultural or mineral

resources in the study area. Existing resources will be verified and discussed in the EIR/EIS/EIS.

Socioeconomics. With the exception of recreation, discussed above, the proposed alternatives are not expected to

significantly affect socioeconomic factors associated with the study area. The EIR/EIS/EIS will consider potential

economic impacts related to implementation of the proposed alternatives.
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Growth Inducement. The effects of the proposed alternatives on growth inducement will be addressed in the

EIR/EIS/EIS; however, the proposed alternatives are not expected to induce or result in the growth of population
in the region, cause an increase in demand for employment opportunities, or cause an increase in other public

needs.

Cumulative Effects. The EIR/EIS/EIS will identify and describe recently approved and reasonably anticipated

non-river related projects in the South Lake Tahoe area and vicinity of the Upper Truckee Marsh, other river
restoration projects being contemplated for upstream reaches of the Upper Truckee River, and region-wide
planning efforts currently underway (e.g., Pathway 2007, the total maximum daily load [TMDL] requirement
being developed for the Upper Truckee River). The EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate the combined effects of these

activities with the proposed action.

TRPA Threshold Carrying Capacities: The EIR/EIS/EIS will include assessment of the proposed action’s

compliance with and contribution to the attainment of threshold carrying capacities adopted by TRPA.

INTENDED USES OF THE EIR/EIS/EIS

The Conservancy, Reclamation, and TRPA will use this EIR/EIS/EIS to consider the environmental effects,
mitigation measures, and alternatives, when reviewing the proposed action for approval. The EIR/EIS/EIS will
serve as the State’s CEQA compliance document, as Reclamation’s NEPA compliance document, and as TRPA’s
compliance document with respect to its Compact and Chapter 5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. State
responsible and trustee agencies and federal cooperating agencies may also use this EIR/EIS/EIS, as needed, for

subsequent discretionary actions.

PUBLIC SCOPING

Public scoping meetings are being conducted to provide you with the opportunity to learn more about the
proposed action and to express oral comments about the content of the EIR/EIS/EIS, in addition to your

opportunity to submit written comments. The scoping meetings will be held at the following times and locations:
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Wednesday, October 11, 2006 Wednesday, October 25, 2006

TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting Governing Board Meeting

North Tahoe Conference Center Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

See agenda item at: See agenda item at:
http://www.trpa.org/default. aspx ?tabid=259 http://www.trpa.org/ default.aspx?tabid=258
North Tahoe Conference Center 128 Market Street

8318 North Lake Boulevard Stateline, NV 89449

Kings Beach, CA 96143

Tuesday, October 24, 2006 Tuesday, October 24, 2006
12:00 p.m. ~ 2:00 p.m. 6:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.
Inn By The Lake Inn By The Lake
3300 Lake Tahoe Blvd. 3300 Lake Tahoe Blvd.
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
) Ocrober 3. 2006
/ity St
Project Manager, TRPA Date

/ é Ocrober 3, 206
) ’\,g/[mvz,// . e,

Program Manager, California Tahoe Conservancy Date
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to eligible producing states and coastal
political subdivisions (CPSs) through a
grant program. The funds allocated to
each state are based on the proportion
of qualified OCS revenues offshore the
individual state to total qualified OCS
revenues from all states. In order to
receive funds, the states submit CIAP
narratives detailing how the funds will
be expended. Alabama, Alaska,
California, Louisiana, Mississippi, and
Texas are the only eligible states under
EPAct. Counties, parishes, or equivalent
units of government within those states
lying all or in part within the coastal
zone, as defined by section 304(1) of the
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA)
1972, as amended, are the coastal
political subdivisions eligible for CIAP
funding, a total of 67 local jurisdictions.

To approve a plan, legislation requires
that the Secretary of the Interior must be
able to determine that the funds will be
used in accordance with EPAct criteria
and that projects will use the funds
according to the EPAct. To confirm
appropriate use of funds, MMS requires
affirmation of grantees meeting Federal,
state, and local laws and adequate
project descriptions. To accomplish
this, MMS is providing in its CIAP
Environmental Assessment a suggested
narrative format to be followed by each
applicant for a CIAP grant. This
narrative will assist MMS in its review
of applications to determine that
adequate and appropriate measures
were taken to meet the laws that affect
the proposed coastal projects. This
narrative will be submitted
electronically as part of the grant
application. At that time, applicants
will be obliged to fill out several OMB-
approved standard forms as well. Most
of the eligible states and CPSs, as
experienced grant applicants, will be
familiar with this narrative request.

This information collection request
(ICR) addresses the narrative portion
only of the MMS CIAP grant program.

Frequency: On occasion.

Estimated Number and Description of
Respondents: Approximately 73 total
respondents. This includes 6 states and
67 boroughs, parishes, etc.

Estimated Reporting and
Recordkeeping “Hour”” Burden: The
estimated annual “hour” burden for this
information collection is a total of
12,600 hours. In calculating the
burdens, we assumed that respondents
perform certain requirements in the
normal course of their activities. We
consider these to be usual and
customary and took that into account in
estimating the burden. There are
approximately six states and 67
parishes, boroughs, counties, etc.
Submissions are generally on an

occasion basis. The estimated annual
“hour” burden for this information
collection is a total of 12,600 hours. We
expect each project narrative will take
42 hours to complete. We anticipate an
average of 300 projects per year. Based
on a cost factor of $50 per hour, we
estimate the total annual cost to
industry is $630,000 (42 hrs x 300
projects = 12,600 hrs x $50 per hour =
$630,000).

Estimated Reporting and
Recordkeeping “Non-Hour Cost”
Burden: We have identified no
paperwork “non-hour cost” burdens
associated with the collection of
information.

Public Disclosure Statement: The PRA
(44 U.S.C. 3501, et seq.) provides that an
agency may not conduct or sponsor a
collection of information unless it
displays a currently valid OMB control
number. Until OMB approves a
collection of information, you are not
obligated to respond.

Comments: Section 3506(c)(2)(A) of
the PRA (44 U.S.C. 3501, et seq.)
requires each agency “* * * to provide
notice * * * and otherwise consult
with members of the public and affected
agencies concerning each proposed
collection of information * * *”
Agencies must specifically solicit
comments to: (a) Evaluate whether the
proposed collection of information is
necessary for the agency to perform its
duties, including whether the
information is useful; (b) evaluate the
accuracy of the agency’s estimate of the
burden of the proposed collection of
information; (c) enhance the quality,
usefulness, and clarity of the
information to be collected; and (d)
minimize the burden on the
respondents, including the use of
automated collection techniques or
other forms of information technology.

To comply with the public
consultation process according to
section 3506(c)(2)(A) of the PRA (44
U.S.C. 3501, et seq.), we published a
Federal Register notice (71 FR 29666,
May 23, 2006) outlining the collection
of information and announcing that we
would submit this ICR to OMB for
approval. The notice provided the
required 60-day comment period. We
have received no comments in response
to this effort.

If you wish to comment in response
to this notice, you may send your
comments to the offices listed under the
ADDRESSES section of this notice. OMB
has up to 60 days to approve or
disapprove the information collection
but may respond after 30 days.

Therefore, to ensure maximum
consideration, OMB should receive

public comments by November 20,
2006.

Public Comment Procedures: MMS’s
practice is to make comments, including
names and addresses of respondents,
available for public review. If you wish
your name and/or address to be
withheld, you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your
comment. MMS will honor the request
to the extent allowable by the law;
however, anonymous comments will
not be considered. There may be
circumstances in which we would
withhold from the record a respondent’s
identity, as allowable by the law. If you
wish us to withhold your name and/or
address, you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your
comment. In addition, you must present
a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must
demonstrate that disclosure “would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of
privacy.” Unsupported assertions will
not meet this burden. In the absence of
exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be
released. All submissions from
organizations or businesses, and from
individuals identifying themselves as
representatives or officials of
organizations or businesses, will be
made available for public inspection in
their entirety.

MMS Information Collection
Clearance Officer: Arlene Bajusz (202)
208-7744.

Dated: August 2, 2006.
E.P. Danenberger,
Chief, Office of Offshore Regulatory Programs.
[FR Doc. E6-17514 Filed 10-18-06; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 4310-MR-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Reclamation

Upper Truckee River and Marsh
Restoration Project, El Dorado County,
CA

AGENCY: Bureau of Reclamation,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare an
environmental impact statement/
environmental impact statement/
environmental impact report (EIS/EIS/
EIR) and notice of scoping meetings.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 102(2)(c)
of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency (TRPA) Compact and
Chapter 5 of the TRPA Code of
Ordinances, and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
Department of the Interior, Bureau of
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Reclamation (Reclamation), the TRPA,
and the California Tahoe Conservancy
(Conservancy), intend to prepare a joint
EIS/EIS/EIR. The EIS/EIS/EIR would
evaluate a joint Reclamation and TRPA
restoration project along the reach of the
Upper Truckee River that extends from
U.S. Highway 50 north to Lake Tahoe
and its adjacent wetland. The purpose
of the proposed action is to restore
natural geomorphic processes and
ecological functions in this lowest reach
of the Upper Truckee River and the
surrounding marsh to improve
ecological values of the study area and
help reduce the river’s discharge of
nutrients and sediment that diminish
Lake Tahoe’s clarity.

The Upper Truckee River and Marsh
Restoration Project is identified in
TRPA’s Environmental Improvement
Program (EIP) as a project that is
necessary to restore and maintain
environmental thresholds for the Lake
Tahoe Basin. EIP projects are designed
to achieve and maintain environmental
thresholds that protect Tahoe’s unique
and valued resources.

Two public scoping meetings will be
held to solicit comments from interested
parties to assist in determining the
scope of the environmental analysis,
including the alternatives to be
addressed, and to identify the
significant environmental issues related
to the proposed action.

DATES: The public scoping meeting
dates are:

e Tuesday, October 24, 2006, 12 to 2
p.m., South Lake Tahoe, California.

¢ Tuesday, October 24, 2006, 6 to 8
p-m., South Lake Tahoe, California.

In addition, the proposed project will
be an agenda item at a TRPA Governing
Board Meeting on Wednesday, October
25, 2006 in Stateline, Nevada (see
agenda item at http://www.trpa.org/
default.aspx?tabid=258).

All comments are requested to be
received by October 31, 2006.
ADDRESSES: Scoping meetings will be
held at the Inn By The Lake, Sierra
Nevada Room, 3300 Lake Tahoe
Boulevard, South Lake Tahoe, CA
96150.

The TRPA meeting will be held at the
TRPA Governing Board Rooms, 128
Market Street, Stateline, NV 89449.

Written comments on the scope of the
environmental document, alternatives,
and impacts to be considered should be
sent to Ms. Jacqui Grandfield, Natural
Resources Program Manager, California
Tahoe Conservancy, 1061 Third Street,
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150.

If you would like to be included on
the EIS/EIS/EIR mailing list, please
contact Ms. Grandfield by e-mail at
upper_truckee_marsh.tahoecons.ca.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Myrnie Mayville, Environmental
Specialist, Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-
Pacific Region, 2800 Cottage Way, Room
E-2606, Sacramento, CA, 95825-1898,
(916) 978-5037, mmayville@mp.
usbr.gov; Ms. Jacqui Grandfield at the
above address or (530) 5425580,
upper_truckee_marsh@tahoecons.ca.gov
or Mr. Mike Elam, Associate
Environmental Planner, Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency, P.O. Box 5310,
Stateline, NV, 89448 or (775) 588—4547
ext. 308, MElam@trpa.org.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

The Upper Truckee River has been
substantially altered by land practices
during the past 150 years. Throughout
its watershed, the river has experienced
ecosystem degradation typical of what
has occurred elsewhere in the Basin.
The river has been modified from its
original conditions by human activities,
such as logging; livestock grazing; roads;
golf courses; an airport; and residential,
commercial and industrial
developments. These conditions have
resulted in increased sediment and
nutrient loads discharging into Lake
Tahoe from the river, which contribute
to the declining clarity of the lake.
Human influences have also resulted in
reduced habitat quality for plant,
wildlife, and fish species in the
watershed. Restoration of natural
processes and ecological functions of
the river is an important part of the
response to the decline in lake clarity.

Restoration planning for the marsh
began in the early 1990s with studies
conducted by the University of
California. In 1995, the Conservancy
commissioned a restoration planning
and design study, which identified a
tentatively preferred river restoration
concept 2 years later. However, it was
determined that river restoration
required use of the entire Upper
Truckee Marsh and, at that time the east
side of the marsh was not owned by the
Conservancy; therefore, this tentatively
selected concept could not be pursued.
In 1998, the Conservancy began
planning and design of an initial phase
of wetland restoration on a 23-acre
portion of a study area located on the
east side of the Upper Truckee River
near Lake Tahoe. This is an area, called
the Lower West Side Wetland
Restoration Project (LWS), where the
marsh had been previously filled during
the construction of the adjacent Tahoe
Keys. After careful investigations,
planning, and design; extensive
environmental review; and community
outreach, the Conservancy approved

restoration of 12 acres of wetland
through fill removal as the LWS Project
in 2001. Construction commenced in
the summer of 2001 and was completed
in the summer of 2003. In 2000, the
Conservancy purchased 311 acres of
land in the center of the marsh from a
private party, bringing nearly the entire
Truckee Marsh into public ownership.
Currently, the majority of the study area
is owned by the Conservancy, including
the marsh and meadows surrounding
the lower reach of Trout Creek.
Restoration concepts encompassing the
whole marsh and the lower reach of the
river could be developed after the
acquisition. As part of this process, the
Conservancy has also conducted public
access and recreation use management
planning for the river, marsh, and
beach.

Initially, the Conservancy defined
project objectives and desired outcomes
to direct the restoration planning
process. A comprehensive evaluation
and documentation of the existing
natural processes and functions in the
study area were conducted to begin the
alternatives planning process. This
evaluation enabled the identification of
potential restoration opportunities and
constraints. Armed with detailed
information about the river and marsh
processes and ecological functions, the
Conservancy hosted a design charrette
(i.e., interactive workshop) for agencies
and other stakeholders to identify the
spectrum of potentially feasible
restoration ideas to be considered in the
development of concept plan
alternatives. Four alternative concept
plans, all developed to be potentially
feasible, were formulated to represent a
reasonable range of restoration
approaches. The four concepts
generated by this extensive process are
four action alternatives being evaluated
in the EIS/EIS/EIR. A preferred
alternative will be identified after public
review of the alternatives and public
comments are received on the Draft EIS/
EIS/EIR.

To date, key stages of the Upper
Truckee River and Wetland Restoration
project have included the following:

¢ Evaluating existing natural
processes and functions of the Upper
Truckee River and marsh in 2000 and
2001.

e Establishing project objectives and
desired outcomes in 2002, and updating
them in 2005.

¢ Defining restoration opportunities
and constraints in 2002 and 2003.

¢ Conducting a restoration design
charrette in 2003 to receive input from
stakeholders on project priorities,
concerns and constraints, and design
ideas.


mailto:MElam@trpa.org
mailto:upper_truckee_marsh@tahoecons.ca.gov
http:usbr.gov
http:upper_truckee_marsh.tahoecons.ca.gov
http:http://www.trpa.org

Federal Register/Vol. 71, No. 202/ Thursday, October 19, 2006 / Notices

61799

¢ Conducting hydraulic modeling
studies to support the development and
evaluation of project alternatives.

e Initial development and
comparative evaluation of four
conceptual restoration alternatives in
2004 and 2005.

e Regulatory agency review of
alternative concepts for key issues and
regulatory requirements in 2005.

e Further refinement and evaluation
of the alternatives, and preparation of a
Concept Plan Report (July 2006).

Project Objectives

The following objectives were
developed for the proposed action:

¢ Objective 1. Restore natural and
self-sustaining river and floodplain
processes and functions.

e Objective 2. Protect, enhance, and
restore naturally functioning habitats.

¢ Objective 3. Restore and enhance
fish and wildlife habitat quality.

¢ Objective 4. Improve water quality
through enhancement of natural
physical and biological processes.

¢ Objective 5. Protect and, where
feasible, expand Tahoe yellow cress
populations.

¢ Obijective 6. Provide public access,
access to vistas, and environmental
education at the Lower West Side and
Cove East Beach.

¢ Objective 7. Avoid increasing flood
hazard on adjacent private property.

¢ Objective 8. Design with sensitivity
to the site’s history and cultural
heritage.

¢ Objective 9. Design the wetland/
urban interface to help provide habitat
value and water quality benefits.

¢ Objective 10. Implement a public
health and safety program, including
mosquito monitoring and control.

The following alternatives will be
considered at an equal level of detail in
the EIS/EIS/EIR:

e Alternative 1, Channel Aggradation
and Narrowing (Maximum Recreation
Infrastructure);

e Alternative 2, New Channel—West
Meadow (Minimum Recreation
Infrastructure);

o Alternative 3, Middle Marsh
Corridor (Moderate Recreation
Infrastructure);

¢ Alternative 4, Inset Floodplain
(Moderate Recreation Infrastructure);
and

¢ Alternative 5, No Project/No
Action.

Alternative 1 would include raising
and reconfiguring a portion of the main
channel, reconfiguring two sections of
split channel, reducing the capacity of
the river mouth, changing the
hydrologic connectivity of the sailing
lagoon, constructing a river corridor

barrier to reduce wildlife disturbance,
restoring sand dunes at Cove East, re-
routing an existing recreational trail,
and developing several new recreational
components (i.e., full- and self-service
visitor centers, pedestrian and bicycle
trails, boardwalks, viewing platforms),
an interpretive program, and signage.

Alternative 2 would include
excavation of a new channel and fill of
a portion of the existing channel,
constructing a new river mouth,
changing the hydrologic connectivity of
the sailing lagoon, constructing a river
corridor barrier to reduce wildlife
disturbance, and restoring sand dunes at
Cove East, re-routing an existing
recreational trail, constructing
observation platforms, and developing
an interpretive program and signage.

Alternative 3 would include
excavation of a new channel and fill of
a portion of the existing channel,
reducing the capacity of the river
mouth, changing the hydrologic
connectivity of the sailing lagoon, re-
routing an existing recreational trail,
developing several new recreational
components (i.e., self-service visitor
center, pedestrian and bicycle trails,
boardwalks, viewing platforms), and an
interpretive program and signage.

Alternative 4 would include
excavation of portions of the meadow
surface along the corridor of the existing
channel to create an inset floodplain,
reducing the capacity of the river
mouth, constructing a river corridor
barrier to reduce wildlife disturbance,
(i.e., self-service visitor center,
pedestrian and bicycle trails,
boardwalks, viewing platforms), and an
interpretive program and signage.

Under Alternative 5, existing
conditions on the project site would be
projected into the future.

Potential Federal involvement may
include the approval of the proposed
action and partial funding of the river
restoration component of the proposed
action. The EIS will be combined with
an EIR prepared by the Conservancy
pursuant to the CEQA and an EIS
prepared by the TRPA pursuant to its
Compact and Chapter 5 of the TRPA
Code of Ordinances.

Additional Information

The environmental review will be
conducted pursuant to NEPA, CEQA,
TRPA’s Compact and Chapter 5 of the
TRPA Code of Ordinances, the Federal
and State Endangered Species Acts, and
other applicable laws, to analyze the
potential environmental impacts of
implementing a range of feasible
alternatives. Public input on the range
of alternatives proposed for detailed

consideration will be sought through the
public scoping process.

The EIS/EIS/EIR will assess potential
impacts to any Indian Trust Assets or
environmental justice issues. There are
no known Indian Trust Assets or
environmental justice issues associated
with the proposed action. Input about
concerns or issues related to Indian
Trust Assets are requested from
potentially affected federally recognized
Indian Tribes and individual Indians.

Our practice is to make comments,
including names, home addresses, home
phone numbers, and e-mail addresses of
respondents, available for public
review. Individual respondents may
request that we withhold their names
and/or home addresses, etc., but if you
wish us to consider withholding this
information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your
comments. In addition, you must
present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must
demonstrate that disclosure would
constitute a clearly unwarranted
invasion of privacy. Unsupported
assertions will not meet this burden. In
the absence of exceptional,
documentable circumstances, this
information will be released. We will
always make submissions from
organizations or businesses, and from
individuals identifying themselves as
representatives or officials of
organizations or businesses, available
for public inspection in their entirety.

Robert Eckart,

Acting Regional Environmental Officer, Mid-
Pacific Region.

[FR Doc. E6-17427 Filed 10—-18-06; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-MN-P

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

[Inv. No. 337-TA-585]

In the Matter of Certain Engines,
Components Thereof, and Products
Containing the Same; Notice of
Investigation

AGENCY: U.S. International Trade
Commission.

ACTION: Institution of investigation
pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 1337.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that a
complaint was filed with the U.S.
International Trade Commission on
September 19, 2006, under section 337
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended,
19 U.S.C. 1337, on behalf of American
Honda Motor Company, Incorporated of
Torrance, California. A supplement to
the complaint was filed on October 10,
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1.0 Project Summary

1.0 Project Summary

The California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy), U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation), and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) are pursuing a
proposed restoration project along the reach of the Upper Truckee River that
extends from U.S. 50 north to Lake Tahoe, including the adjacent meadow and
wetland (Appendix Section B, Exhibits 1 and 2). The primary purpose of the
Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project is to restore natural
geomorphic processes and ecological functions along this reach of river. The
Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project is identified in TRPA’s
Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) as a project that is necessary to
restore and maintain environmental thresholds for the Lake Tahoe Basin (EIP
Project # 560). EIP projects are designed to achieve and maintain environmental
thresholds that protect Tahoe’s unique and valued resources.

Purpose and Need

The need for the project originates from the environmental degradation that the
Upper Truckee River has historically experienced as a result of human alterations
to the river and watershed. The purpose of the proposed action is to restore natural
geomorphic processes and ecological functions in this lowest reach of the Upper
Truckee River and the surrounding marsh to improve ecological values of the
restoration area and help reduce the river’s discharge of nutrients and sediment
that diminish Lake Tahoe’s clarity.

Project Objectives

The following basic objectives of the project were developed for the proposed
action to meet the purpose and need:

» Objective 1: Restore natural and self-sustaining river and floodplain processes and
functions.

» Objective 2: Protect, enhance, and restore naturally functioning habitats.
» Objective 3: Restore and enhance fish and wildlife habitat quality.

» Objective 4: Improve water quality through enhancement of natural physical and
biological processes.

» Objective 5: Protect and, where feasible, expand Tahoe yellow cress populations.

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project December 2010
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1.0 Project Summary

» Objective 6: Provide public access, access to vistas, and environmental education at
the Lower West Side and Cove East Beach.

» Objective 7: Avoid increasing flood hazards on adjacent private property.

» Objective 8: Design with sensitivity to the site’s historical and cultural heritage.

» Objective 9: Design the wetland/urban interface to help provide habitat value and
water quality benefits.

» Objective 10: Implement a public health and safety program, including mosquito
monitoring and control.

December 2010 Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project
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2.0 Summary of Alternatives

2.0 Summary of Alternatives

An extensive evaluation and restoration planning process has been conducted to
identify potentially feasible approaches for restoration of the river and marsh. As
a result of that process, the following five alternatives, including four action
alternatives and a No-Project/No-Action Alternative, will be evaluated in the
project’s environmental document. The five alternatives are being evaluated in a
joint Environment Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS/EIS) that complies with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) ordinances. The
alternatives are described and illustrated in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the
environmental document (see Appendix Section B). The five alternatives are
described below.

» Alternative 1. Channel Aggradation and Narrowing (Maximum Recreation
Infrastructure)

» Alternative 2. New Channel — West Meadow (Minimum Recreation Infrastructure)
» Alternative 3. Middle Marsh Corridor (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 4. Inset Floodplain (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 5. No Project/No Action

These alternatives are named for their approach to restoration of the Upper
Truckee River, and the associated level of recreation infrastructure. None of the
alternatives are designated as preferred at this time; rather, the lead agencies will
identify a preferred alternative after taking into consideration public comment on
this joint draft environmental impact report, environmental impact statement, and
environmental impact statement (DEIR/DEIS/DEIS). The preferred alternative
may be one of the five alternatives or a different combination of components from
these concept plans, but within the general scope of the range of alternatives.
Thus, at this stage of project planning, there is no necessary connection between
the recreation and public access approaches included in a particular alternative
and the river restoration strategy of that alternative.

In the EIR/EIS/EIS, each alternative will be evaluated at an equal level of detail.
(Please refer to the NOP in Appendix Section B for further information about the
alternatives.)

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project December 2010
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2.0 Summary of Alternatives

3.0 Scoping Process

3.1 General Description and Purpose of Scoping

Scoping is an initial and critically important component of the environmental
review process. Scoping is intended to assist in identifying the final range of
actions, alternatives, environmental resources, environmental issues, and
mitigation measures that will be analyzed in an environmental document. The
scoping process helps focus the environmental analysis on critical issues and
eliminate from detailed study those issues that are not critical to the decision at
hand.

Scoping is conducted as part of compliance with CEQA, NEPA, and TRPA Code
of Ordinances. Scoping can be conducted in various forms and may involve
numerous participants, but generally involves the solicitation of input from the
public and interested agencies to determine the scope, focus, and contents of an
environmental document.

3.1.1 CEQA Requirements

Scoping is a less formalized process under CEQA than under NEPA, but is
encouraged in the statute and State CEQA Guidelines. Scoping is recognized as a
means to help identify the range of actions, alternatives, environmental effects,
methods of assessment, and mitigation measures to be analyzed in depth in an
EIR, and eliminates from detailed study those issues that are found not to be
significant. Scoping is also an effective way to bring together and resolve the
concerns of interested federal, state, and local agencies; the proponent of the
action; and other interested persons, including project opponents.

Tools used to determine the scope of an EIR include early public and inter-agency
consultation, the NOP of an EIR, and scoping meetings with agencies and the
public. Of these tools, only the NOP is a mandatory requirement under CEQA for
the preparation of an EIR. Issuance of the NOP, similar to the Notice of Intent
(NOI) under NEPA, serves as the trigger for soliciting comments on the proposed
project. Scoping typically ends at the conclusion of a specified public comment
period, which is 30 days long for the CEQA process, although public involvement
continues throughout the project review and approval effort.

A scoping meeting is required if a project qualifies as being of statewide,
regional, or areawide significance, in compliance with Section 21083.9 of the
statute. The Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project qualifies for this
requirement. Notice of this scoping meeting is required to include specified
recipients, including responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and members of the
public who have requested notification. General public notice of a scoping
meeting is discretionary under CEQA; however, many lead agencies do conduct

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project December 2010
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3.0 Scoping Process

public scoping meetings to obtain input about the scope and content of an EIR,
when they conduct the scoping meeting required by Section 21083.9 of CEQA.
The scoping meetings held for this project complied with these CEQA
requirements.

3.1.2 NEPA Requirements

NEPA requires a formal scoping process for the preparation of an EIS. Under
NEPA, scoping is the process by which a lead agency for EIS preparation solicits
input on the nature and extent of issues and impacts to be addressed in the EIS
and the methods by which they will be evaluated. NEPA specifically requires the
lead agency to consult with federal agencies having jurisdiction by law and/or
special expertise on the proposed action and/or alternatives and to solicit
information from the public during EIS preparation.

Section 1501.7 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations
require the lead agency’s scoping process to:

» invite affected federal, state, and local agencies, Indian tribes, project proponents,
and other interested persons to participate in the EIS process;

» determine the potential significant environmental issues to be analyzed in depth in
the EIS;

» identify and eliminate issues determined to be insignificant or addressed in other
documents;

» allocate assignments among the lead agency and any cooperating agencies regarding
preparation of the EIS, including impact analysis and identification of mitigation
measures;

» identify related environmental documents being prepared
» identify other environmental review and consultation requirements; and

» indicate the timing of the preparation of the environmental document and the lead
agency’s tentative planning and decision-making schedule.

Scoping should occur as early as possible after the lead agency decides to prepare
an EIS. The NEPA lead agency is required to publish a NOI in the Federal
Register announcing its intent to prepare an EIS. Although not specifically
required by NEPA, the lead agency may also hold scoping meetings. Scoping
must occur after the NOI is issued, but may occur earlier, as long as appropriate
public notice is provided and enough project information is available to allow the
public and relevant agencies to participate effectively.

While publication of the NOI serves as the trigger for starting the scoping process,
there is no equivalent activity to mark its conclusion until public release of the
Draft EIS. To encourage submission of comments and information early in the
environmental review process, NEPA lead agency often identifies a date by which

December 2010 Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project
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3.0 Scoping Process

scoping comments should be received. For the Upper Truckee River and Marsh
Restoration Project, the NOI identified October 31, 2006 as the date by which
scoping comments were requested to be received. The scoping period was later
extended to April 30, 2007 (see Appendix Section B). Often, the NEPA lead
agency prepares a scoping report to summarize the issues raised during the
scoping process and to publicize any decisions that have been made during the
scoping process. This report can serve as closure to the scoping process and an
assurance that the NEPA lead agency will consider comments received during
that process.

3.1.3 TRPA Requirements

TRPA is required to consult with and obtain the comments of any Federal, State
or local agency that has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to
environmental impacts associated with the project. While TRPA rules and
ordinances do not require the release of an NOP or mandate conducting formal
public scoping meetings, TRPA typically releases an NOP early in the
environmental review process and holds scoping meetings before the Advisory
Planning Commission (APC) and Governing Board (GB) to provide opportunity
for APC and GB members, agencies, and member of the public to provide input
on the project.

3.2 Public Outreach Efforts for the Upper Truckee
River and Marsh Restoration Project

Several outreach efforts have been undertaken to inform stakeholders about the
Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project, including public meetings
during early study phases and development of the project alternatives, as well as
the scoping process. The environmental document scoping process supplements
this early public input process. The public comment time period of the scoping
process has been from the release of the initial scoping-related public notice (NOP
release on October 5, 2006) to the conclusion of the last scoping public comment
period on April 30, 2007. The outreach efforts made to encourage public and
agency input during this scoping period are described below.

3.2.1 Informational Notices

Notice of Intent

Reclamation published the NOI in the Federal Register on October 19, 2006. The
NOI provides a summary of the proposed project and project background,
describes the proposed alternatives, presents information on the scoping meetings,
provides Conservancy, Reclamation, and TRPA contacts. Information about how
to obtain copies of the NOI was made available to scoping meeting attendees, and
an electronic version of the document was posted on the project website (see
below). The NOI, as published in the Federal Register, is included as Appendix
Section A.

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project December 2010
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Notice of Preparation

The Conservancy and TRPA filed the NOP with the California and Nevada State
Clearinghouses and released it publicly on October 4, 2006. The NOP identified
November 2, 2006 as the closing date for submitting scoping comments. A
continuation was filed on March 13, 2007, to extend the closing date for scoping
comments to April 30, 2007. The NOP provides notice of the scoping meetings,
presents an overview of the proposed project and alternatives, statement of the
purpose of and need and objectives for the project, summarizes the proposed
alternatives, lists the issues anticipated to be addressed in the EIR/EIS/EIS, and
provides contact information. In addition to State Clearinghouse distribution to
potentially interested state agencies in both California and Nevada, copies of the
NOP were mailed to property owners (within 300 feet of the study area
boundaries) and other parties known to have an interest in the restoration project.
The NOP is included in Appendix Section B.

Upper Truckee Update

The Conservancy has distributed three editions of a newsletter for the project, The
Upper Truckee Update. To-date, project newsletters have included information
about the project’s history and background, project objectives, and the proposed
alternatives and an overview of the alternatives development process. The
newsletters also described the environmental review process, solicited for public
input and noticed the two public scoping meetings that were held in the afternoon
and evening of October 24, 2006.

The first and second editions were mailed to property owners near the study area,
agencies, organizations and the general public in October 2002 and October 2006,
respectively. The second edition was also made available at the public scoping
meetings, the Conservancy office’s front desk, and Upper Truckee Marsh public
access points. The third edition has been made available at the Conservancy’s front
desk and Upper Truckee Marsh public access points. All newsletters are available
on the project website (see below) and are included in Appendix Section C.

Newspaper Advertisement

The Conservancy placed a newspaper advertisement in the Tahoe Daily Tribune,
the primary newspaper in the area of the restoration project on October 20, 2006.
The advertisement announced the lead agencies’ intention to prepare an
EIR/EIS/EIS, the places and times of the scoping meetings and the TRPA GB
Meeting, Conservancy and TRPA contact information, and the availability of
information on the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration website.
Appendix Section D contains a copy of this notice.

Website

During the scoping process, the Conservancy maintained a project website for the
Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project (which was at
http://www.uppertruckeemarsh.com) that contained project history and
background, information about the study area, project objectives, alternatives
descriptions, project schedule, contact information, and an electronic submittal

December 2010 Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project
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form for the public to request being added to the project’s mailing list. Scoping
meeting information was posted on the website on October 4, 2006, the day on
which the NOP was published.

3.2.2 Scoping Meetings

Two public scoping meetings were held in the afternoon and evening of October
24,2006 to provide opportunities for interested parties to learn about the proposed
project and alternatives and to provide input regarding the alternatives and scope
of the environmental document. The project was also presented as an information
item to TRPA’s APC and GB at the October 11 and October 25, 2006 meetings.
In addition to receiving comments from APC and GB members, the public was
also asked to provide input on the project at these two meetings.

During the October 24 public scoping meetings, comment cards' were made
available to participants, and maps describing the alternatives were displayed and
discussed. Each meeting included a presentation describing the project
background and objectives, the proposed alternatives, the environmental review
process and tentative schedule, the project website URL, and public participation
opportunities. Scoping and TRPA meeting locations, dates, and times were as
follows in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1
Location, Date, and Time of Public Meetings
Place Address Date Time
North Tahoe Conference 8318 North Tahoe Wednesday, October 11,  Beginning at 9:30 a.m.
Center, TRPA Advisory Boulevard, Kings Beach, 2006
Planning Commission CA 96143
(APC) Meeting
Inn By The Lake, Public 3300 Lake Tahoe Tuesday, October 24, 12:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.
Scoping Meeting Boulevard, South Lake 2006
Tahoe, CA 96150
Inn By The Lake, Public 3300 Lake Tahoe Tuesday, October 24, 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
Scoping Meeting Boulevard, South Lake 2006
Tahoe, CA 96150
TRPA, Governing Board 128 Market Street, Wednesday, October 25,  Beginning at 9:30 a.m.
(GB) Meeting Stateline, NV 89449 2006

A copy of the presentation from the October 24, 2006 scoping meetings is
included in Appendix Section E.

3.2.3 Scoping Report
This scoping report was created to outline the process and outcome of the scoping
meetings and other activities. Specifically, this report includes an overview of

! Comment cards were intended to be used to submit written comments at the meetings. They
were also pre-addressed for submittal via U.S. mail.

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project December 2010
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3.0 Scoping Process

scoping requirements; a list of documents/products generated for project outreach;
a summary of comments made during the scoping process, both written and
verbal; and an appendix that includes hard copies of all written comments,
summaries of the scoping meetings, and other project-related print materials used
to inform interested parties about the alternatives proposed for this project and the
EIR/EIS/EIS.

December 2010 Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project
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4.0 Scoping Comments

4.1 Introduction

Written comments were received, as well as comments presented orally at the
scoping meetings. Notes were taken during the scoping meetings to record
questions and answers and the attendees’ comments. Appendix Section F contains
a summary of oral comments, and questions and answers from the TRPA APC
and GB meetings held in October 2006. Appendix Section G includes meeting
attendee sign-in sheets, and provides a summary of oral comments, and questions
and answers from the October 24, 2006 public scoping meetings. Written
comments received are presented in Appendix Section H. All comments, both
written and oral, that are relevant to the contents of the EIR/EIS/EIS and the
environmental review process are summarized in Table 4-1, “Environmental
Issues Raised During Scoping.”

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project December 2010
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Table 4-1
Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project EIR/EIS/EIS:
Environmental Issues Raised During Scoping Period

Environmental Issue

EIR/EIS/EIS Section(s)
Addressing Comment!

General Comments

High water flows and erosion along Trout Creek were
observed. What are the plans for restoration of Trout Creek?

Chapter 2 Project Alternatives

How does the upstream condition of the river affect the
project site?

Chapter 1 Introduction and Statement of Purpose and Need,
3.8 Hydrology and Flooding, 3.9 Geomorphology and Water

Quality

Describe how the project will affect the meadow south of the
U.S. 50 bridge?

Biological Resources, 3.8 Hydrology and Flooding, 3.9
Geomorphology and Water Quality

Does the U.S. 50 bridge cause problems upstream?

Chapter 1 Introduction and Statement of Purpose and Need,
3.8 Hydrology and Flooding, 3.9 Geomorphology and Water

Quality

How far upstream is the river incised?

Chapter 1 Introduction and Statement of Purpose and Need,
3.8 Hydrology and Flooding, 3.9 Geomorphology and Water

Quality

Describe management policy in regards to dogs allowed in the
marsh area.

Chapter 2 Project Alternatives, 3.13 Recreation

Address potential fire hazards associated with changes in
vegetation and fire management.

3.7 Human Health/Risk of Upset

How and when was the public given notice about the project?
Was sufficient notice given? How is this evaluated?

Scoping Report

Describe how Pope Marsh relates to the Upper Truckee
meadow/marsh.

Chapter 1 Introduction and Statement of Purpose and Need,
3.8 Hydrology and Flooding, 3.9 Geomorphology and Water

Quality

The environmental document should include information
regarding construction methodologies, special equipment,
temporary best management practices, design considerations,
dewatering concerns, and other details to demonstrate that the
project can be constructed without discharging sediment or
other pollutants to the Upper Truckee River.

Chapter 2 Project Alternatives, 3.8 Hydrology and Flooding,
3.9 Geomorphology and Water Quality

Consider delaying implementation of recreational
improvements until their impact can be determined.

Chapter 2 Project Alternatives, 3.13 Recreation

Alternatives

Filling in the old channel and building a new channel of the
appropriate size and design was suggested.

Chapter 2 Project Alternatives

Describe how/if the alternatives were informed by
consideration of upstream disturbance?

Chapter 2 Project Alternatives

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB)
encourages potential for building an alternative into this
project that would help Pope Marsh.

Chapter 1 Introduction and Statement of Purpose and Need
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4.0 Scoping Comments

Table 4-1
Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project EIR/EIS/EIS:
Environmental Issues Raised During Scoping Period

EIR/EIS/EIS Section(s)

Environmental Issue -
Addressing Comment!

Describe which alternatives raise the bed of the river. Chapter 2 Project Alternatives

LRWQCB supports relocating corporation yard. The Chapter 2 Description of Alternatives
Conservancy is encouraged to work with TKPOA to find a
new location for the corporation yard.

What is the sailing lagoon’s function now? What kinds of Chapter 2 Description of Alternatives, 3.8 Hydrology and
changes does this project propose? What is its recent dredging Flooding, 3.9 Geomorphology and Water Quality, 3.13
history? Recreation

Biological Resources

Evaluate methods that could encourage wildlife habitat 3.4 Biological Resources: Vegetation and Wildlife
restoration.

Protect the Tahoe Yellow Cress by a fence, but allow public ~ Chapter 2 Project Alternatives, 3.4 Biological Resources:
viewing of the plant. Vegetation and Wildlife

LRWQB requests that the EIS analyze the amount of Chapter 2 Project Alternatives; 3.6 Geology and Soils,
disturbance required to implement each alternative. Make sure Mineral Resources, and Land Capability and Coverage
the disturbance does not outweigh the gain.

Evaluate bald eagle thresholds as they relate to this project. 3.4 Biological Resources: Vegetation and Wildlife

Flooding

Potential for flood hazard is an important issue for the City of 3.8 Hydrology and Flooding
South Lake Tahoe. Each of the alternatives should include the
high water lines for flood analysis.

Will filling the existing channel result in increased flooding in 3.8 Hydrology and Flooding
adjacent neighborhoods?

If filling the existing channel would result in increased Chapter 2 Project Alternatives, 3.7 Human Health/Risk of
flooding in adjacent neighborhoods, consider set-back levees. Upset, 3.8 Hydrology and Flooding, 3.9 Geomorphology and
Water Quality

Is there something in the modeling that says the flooding will 3.8 Hydrology and Flooding
not get any worse? Examine the creek that comes into the

river from the side, near Colorado Court, in evaluating the

flooding hazard.

Hydrology, Geomorphology and Water Quality

Describe where the water from the incised channel upstream  Chapter 2 Project Alternatives, 3.8 Hydrology and Flooding,

would break out of the channel for flooding the meadow. 3.9 Geomorphology and Water Quality
Describe how the sinuosity of the river will change. Chapter 2 Project Alternatives, 3.9 Geomorphology and Water
Quality

Describe the property the Conservancy owns and whether the Chapter 2 Project Alternatives
Conservancy would acquire new property in areas where the
meadow would flood often.

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project December 2010
Scoping Summary Report 15




4.0 Scoping Comments

Table 4-1
Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project EIR/EIS/EIS:
Environmental Issues Raised During Scoping Period

Environmental Issue

EIR/EIS/EIS Section(s)
Addressing Comment!

Include a detailed analysis of potential short-term and
construction-related water quality impacts and discuss
mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to less—than-
significant levels.

3.8 Hydrology and Flooding, 3.9 Geomorphology and Water
Quality

The environmental document should quantify and describe, in
some detail, impacts/changes during construction. For
instance, the document should include the project’s impact on
turbidity; a model of existing deposition, and an estimate of
deposition change due to the project.

3.9 Geomorphology and Water Quality

Describe which alternative would have the most immediate
and maximum affect on improving water quality. Describe
and compare how each alternative would affect water quality.
Will each alternative have the same impact?

3.9 Geomorphology and Water Quality

Consider inclusion of CONCEPT modeling when evaluating
existing conditions and project impacts.

3.9 Geomorphology and Water Quality

Analyze total sediment and nutrient loads resulting from
implementation of each alternative. Compare these loads to
the existing total sediment and nutrient loads and to the total
sediment and nutrient loads under the No Project Alternative.

3.9 Geomorphology and Water Quality

If possible, the environmental document should include a

numeric estimate of pollutant loading (sediment, nitrogen, and

phosphorus) from construction, and compare the short-term
impacts with expected long-term load reductions.

3.9 Geomorphology and Water Quality

Will the channel gully widen? Where will this happen?

3.9 Geomorphology and Water Quality

Evaluate major hydraulic constrictions (i.e., highway bridges)
to evaluate the potential for modification to allow more flood
flows.

3.8 Hydrology and Flooding, 3.9 Geomorphology and Water
Quality

Discuss the potential for each alternative to improve water
quality, including reducing total suspended sediment and
nutrient concentrations.

3.9 Geomorphology and Water Quality

Analyze both the Upper Truckee River and Trout Creek
within and above this project for channel incision.

3.8 Hydrology and Flooding, 3.9 Geomorphology and Water
Quality

Investigate the energy of flows up and down the river to assess

the potential for upstream and downstream impacts.

3.8 Hydrology and Flooding, 3.9 Geomorphology and Water
Quality

Describe the feasibility of reconnecting a water supply to Pope

Marsh.

Chapter 1 Introduction and Statement of Purpose and Need,
Chapter 2 Project Alternatives

Noise

The environmental document needs to include a detailed noise 3.11 Noise

analysis.
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4.0 Scoping Comments

Table 4-1
Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project EIR/EIS/EIS:
Environmental Issues Raised During Scoping Period

EIR/EIS/EIS Section(s)

Environmental Issue -
Addressing Comment!

Recreation/Public Access

Posting signs at the access points of the marsh property was ~ Chapter 2 Project Alternatives
suggested.

Laying walkways in the meadow would increase recreation Chapter 2 Project Alternatives, 3.4 Biological Resources:
access to the detriment of the marsh ecosystem. Vegetation and Wildlife, 3.13 Recreation

Maintain natural conditions in the center and restrict public Chapter 2 Project Alternatives, 3.13 Recreation
use to the edges.

How will the recreation facilities and site maintenance be Chapter 2 Project Alternatives, 3.12 Public Services
maintained? Who will be responsible?

How will more frequent flooding of the meadow affect 3.8 Hydrology and Flooding, 3.13 Recreation
recreation? (Consider how accessible the meadow will be
once it is flooding more frequently).

City of South Lake Tahoe (SLT) Parks and Recreation Chapter 2 Project Alternatives
Commission recommends that the Conservancy build a

boardwalk between Cove East and Lily Street off of Lakeview

Avenue. The Commission requests that this boardwalk allow

for limited access to Barton Beach, but prevent access to the

meadow.

Increase the amount of raised trails proposed for the project Chapter 2 Project Alternatives
site.

Address the impacts associated with cross-county skiing. 3.13 Recreation

Include an educational component in the recreational Chapter 2 Project Alternatives
improvements for the project.

Willow and lodgepole Pine have already begun to reestablish 3.4 Biological Resources: Vegetation and Wildlife, 3.13
on the project site since cattle grazing was eliminated. These =~ Recreation

trees (especially willow) are very dense in spots and could

limit access to the site.

Part of Trout Creek Meadow should be put aside for human Chapter 2 Project Alternatives, 3.13 Recreation
and dog access.

City of SLT requests that recreation be made available to Chapter 2 Project Alternatives, 3.13 Recreation
people on both sides of the river.

Keep recreational trails on the perimeter, and away from the =~ Chapter 2 Project Alternatives, 3.13 Recreation
channel and wetlands.

Traffic

The environmental document needs to provide a detailed 3.16 Transportation, Parking, and Circulation
analysis of traffic impacts, including existing and forecast

traffic volumes and levels of service for all public streets and

intersections that may be affected. The analysis should

address construction/short-term traffic impacts and long-term

impacts. The analysis should also address parking impacts.

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project December 2010
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4.0 Scoping Comments

Table 4-1
Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project EIR/EIS/EIS:
Environmental Issues Raised During Scoping Period

Environmental Issue

EIR/EIS/EIS Section(s)
Addressing Comment!

Identify potential impacts to bicycle, pedestrian and transit
circulation.

3.16 Transportation, Parking, and Circulation; 3.13 Recreation

Address infrastructure and maintenance requirements.

3.16 Transportation, Parking, and Circulation

Cumulative

Will the project have any direct or indirect impacts on future
upstream restoration projects?

3.18 Cumulative Impacts

Will upstream projects have adverse impacts on this project?

3.18 Cumulative Impacts

Consider this project’s impacts in the context of other
restoration projects within the Upper Truckee River
watershed.

3.18 Cumulative Impacts

Notes:
! Sections identified are preliminary.

December 2010 Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project
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Notice of Intent
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to eligible producing states and coastal
political subdivisions (CPSs) through a
grant program. The funds allocated to
each state are based on the proportion
of qualified OCS revenues offshore the
individual state to total qualified OCS
revenues from all states. In order to
receive funds, the states submit CIAP
narratives detailing how the funds will
be expended. Alabama, Alaska,
California, Louisiana, Mississippi, and
Texas are the only eligible states under
EPAct. Counties, parishes, or equivalent
units of government within those states
lying all or in part within the coastal
zone, as defined by section 304(1) of the
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA)
1972, as amended, are the coastal
political subdivisions eligible for CIAP
funding, a total of 67 local jurisdictions.

To approve a plan, legislation requires
that the Secretary of the Interior must be
able to determine that the funds will be
used in accordance with EPAct criteria
and that projects will use the funds
according to the EPAct. To confirm
appropriate use of funds, MMS requires
affirmation of grantees meeting Federal,
state, and local laws and adequate
project descriptions. To accomplish
this, MMS is providing in its CIAP
Environmental Assessment a suggested
narrative format to be followed by each
applicant for a CIAP grant. This
narrative will assist MMS in its review
of applications to determine that
adequate and appropriate measures
were taken to meet the laws that affect
the proposed coastal projects. This
narrative will be submitted
electronically as part of the grant
application. At that time, applicants
will be obliged to fill out several OMB-
approved standard forms as well. Most
of the eligible states and CPSs, as
experienced grant applicants, will be
familiar with this narrative request.

This information collection request
(ICR) addresses the narrative portion
only of the MMS CIAP grant program.

Frequency: On occasion.

Estimated Number and Description of
Respondents: Approximately 73 total
respondents. This includes 6 states and
67 boroughs, parishes, etc.

Estimated Reporting and
Recordkeeping “Hour”” Burden: The
estimated annual “hour” burden for this
information collection is a total of
12,600 hours. In calculating the
burdens, we assumed that respondents
perform certain requirements in the
normal course of their activities. We
consider these to be usual and
customary and took that into account in
estimating the burden. There are
approximately six states and 67
parishes, boroughs, counties, etc.
Submissions are generally on an

occasion basis. The estimated annual
“hour” burden for this information
collection is a total of 12,600 hours. We
expect each project narrative will take
42 hours to complete. We anticipate an
average of 300 projects per year. Based
on a cost factor of $50 per hour, we
estimate the total annual cost to
industry is $630,000 (42 hrs x 300
projects = 12,600 hrs x $50 per hour =
$630,000).

Estimated Reporting and
Recordkeeping “Non-Hour Cost”
Burden: We have identified no
paperwork “non-hour cost” burdens
associated with the collection of
information.

Public Disclosure Statement: The PRA
(44 U.S.C. 3501, et seq.) provides that an
agency may not conduct or sponsor a
collection of information unless it
displays a currently valid OMB control
number. Until OMB approves a
collection of information, you are not
obligated to respond.

Comments: Section 3506(c)(2)(A) of
the PRA (44 U.S.C. 3501, et seq.)
requires each agency “* * * to provide
notice * * * and otherwise consult
with members of the public and affected
agencies concerning each proposed
collection of information * * *”
Agencies must specifically solicit
comments to: (a) Evaluate whether the
proposed collection of information is
necessary for the agency to perform its
duties, including whether the
information is useful; (b) evaluate the
accuracy of the agency’s estimate of the
burden of the proposed collection of
information; (c) enhance the quality,
usefulness, and clarity of the
information to be collected; and (d)
minimize the burden on the
respondents, including the use of
automated collection techniques or
other forms of information technology.

To comply with the public
consultation process according to
section 3506(c)(2)(A) of the PRA (44
U.S.C. 3501, et seq.), we published a
Federal Register notice (71 FR 29666,
May 23, 2006) outlining the collection
of information and announcing that we
would submit this ICR to OMB for
approval. The notice provided the
required 60-day comment period. We
have received no comments in response
to this effort.

If you wish to comment in response
to this notice, you may send your
comments to the offices listed under the
ADDRESSES section of this notice. OMB
has up to 60 days to approve or
disapprove the information collection
but may respond after 30 days.

Therefore, to ensure maximum
consideration, OMB should receive

public comments by November 20,
2006.

Public Comment Procedures: MMS’s
practice is to make comments, including
names and addresses of respondents,
available for public review. If you wish
your name and/or address to be
withheld, you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your
comment. MMS will honor the request
to the extent allowable by the law;
however, anonymous comments will
not be considered. There may be
circumstances in which we would
withhold from the record a respondent’s
identity, as allowable by the law. If you
wish us to withhold your name and/or
address, you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your
comment. In addition, you must present
a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must
demonstrate that disclosure “would
constitute an unwarranted invasion of
privacy.” Unsupported assertions will
not meet this burden. In the absence of
exceptional, documentable
circumstances, this information will be
released. All submissions from
organizations or businesses, and from
individuals identifying themselves as
representatives or officials of
organizations or businesses, will be
made available for public inspection in
their entirety.

MMS Information Collection
Clearance Officer: Arlene Bajusz (202)
208-7744.

Dated: August 2, 2006.
E.P. Danenberger,
Chief, Office of Offshore Regulatory Programs.
[FR Doc. E6-17514 Filed 10-18-06; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 4310-MR-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Reclamation

Upper Truckee River and Marsh
Restoration Project, El Dorado County,
CA

AGENCY: Bureau of Reclamation,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare an
environmental impact statement/
environmental impact statement/
environmental impact report (EIS/EIS/
EIR) and notice of scoping meetings.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to section 102(2)(c)
of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency (TRPA) Compact and
Chapter 5 of the TRPA Code of
Ordinances, and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
Department of the Interior, Bureau of
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Reclamation (Reclamation), the TRPA,
and the California Tahoe Conservancy
(Conservancy), intend to prepare a joint
EIS/EIS/EIR. The EIS/EIS/EIR would
evaluate a joint Reclamation and TRPA
restoration project along the reach of the
Upper Truckee River that extends from
U.S. Highway 50 north to Lake Tahoe
and its adjacent wetland. The purpose
of the proposed action is to restore
natural geomorphic processes and
ecological functions in this lowest reach
of the Upper Truckee River and the
surrounding marsh to improve
ecological values of the study area and
help reduce the river’s discharge of
nutrients and sediment that diminish
Lake Tahoe’s clarity.

The Upper Truckee River and Marsh
Restoration Project is identified in
TRPA’s Environmental Improvement
Program (EIP) as a project that is
necessary to restore and maintain
environmental thresholds for the Lake
Tahoe Basin. EIP projects are designed
to achieve and maintain environmental
thresholds that protect Tahoe’s unique
and valued resources.

Two public scoping meetings will be
held to solicit comments from interested
parties to assist in determining the
scope of the environmental analysis,
including the alternatives to be
addressed, and to identify the
significant environmental issues related
to the proposed action.

DATES: The public scoping meeting
dates are:

e Tuesday, October 24, 2006, 12 to 2
p.m., South Lake Tahoe, California.

¢ Tuesday, October 24, 2006, 6 to 8
p-m., South Lake Tahoe, California.

In addition, the proposed project will
be an agenda item at a TRPA Governing
Board Meeting on Wednesday, October
25, 2006 in Stateline, Nevada (see
agenda item at http://www.trpa.org/
default.aspx?tabid=258).

All comments are requested to be
received by October 31, 2006.
ADDRESSES: Scoping meetings will be
held at the Inn By The Lake, Sierra
Nevada Room, 3300 Lake Tahoe
Boulevard, South Lake Tahoe, CA
96150.

The TRPA meeting will be held at the
TRPA Governing Board Rooms, 128
Market Street, Stateline, NV 89449.

Written comments on the scope of the
environmental document, alternatives,
and impacts to be considered should be
sent to Ms. Jacqui Grandfield, Natural
Resources Program Manager, California
Tahoe Conservancy, 1061 Third Street,
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150.

If you would like to be included on
the EIS/EIS/EIR mailing list, please
contact Ms. Grandfield by e-mail at
upper_truckee_marsh.tahoecons.ca.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Myrnie Mayville, Environmental
Specialist, Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-
Pacific Region, 2800 Cottage Way, Room
E-2606, Sacramento, CA, 95825-1898,
(916) 978-5037, mmayville@mp.
usbr.gov; Ms. Jacqui Grandfield at the
above address or (530) 5425580,
upper_truckee_marsh@tahoecons.ca.gov
or Mr. Mike Elam, Associate
Environmental Planner, Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency, P.O. Box 5310,
Stateline, NV, 89448 or (775) 588—4547
ext. 308, MElam@trpa.org.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

The Upper Truckee River has been
substantially altered by land practices
during the past 150 years. Throughout
its watershed, the river has experienced
ecosystem degradation typical of what
has occurred elsewhere in the Basin.
The river has been modified from its
original conditions by human activities,
such as logging; livestock grazing; roads;
golf courses; an airport; and residential,
commercial and industrial
developments. These conditions have
resulted in increased sediment and
nutrient loads discharging into Lake
Tahoe from the river, which contribute
to the declining clarity of the lake.
Human influences have also resulted in
reduced habitat quality for plant,
wildlife, and fish species in the
watershed. Restoration of natural
processes and ecological functions of
the river is an important part of the
response to the decline in lake clarity.

Restoration planning for the marsh
began in the early 1990s with studies
conducted by the University of
California. In 1995, the Conservancy
commissioned a restoration planning
and design study, which identified a
tentatively preferred river restoration
concept 2 years later. However, it was
determined that river restoration
required use of the entire Upper
Truckee Marsh and, at that time the east
side of the marsh was not owned by the
Conservancy; therefore, this tentatively
selected concept could not be pursued.
In 1998, the Conservancy began
planning and design of an initial phase
of wetland restoration on a 23-acre
portion of a study area located on the
east side of the Upper Truckee River
near Lake Tahoe. This is an area, called
the Lower West Side Wetland
Restoration Project (LWS), where the
marsh had been previously filled during
the construction of the adjacent Tahoe
Keys. After careful investigations,
planning, and design; extensive
environmental review; and community
outreach, the Conservancy approved

restoration of 12 acres of wetland
through fill removal as the LWS Project
in 2001. Construction commenced in
the summer of 2001 and was completed
in the summer of 2003. In 2000, the
Conservancy purchased 311 acres of
land in the center of the marsh from a
private party, bringing nearly the entire
Truckee Marsh into public ownership.
Currently, the majority of the study area
is owned by the Conservancy, including
the marsh and meadows surrounding
the lower reach of Trout Creek.
Restoration concepts encompassing the
whole marsh and the lower reach of the
river could be developed after the
acquisition. As part of this process, the
Conservancy has also conducted public
access and recreation use management
planning for the river, marsh, and
beach.

Initially, the Conservancy defined
project objectives and desired outcomes
to direct the restoration planning
process. A comprehensive evaluation
and documentation of the existing
natural processes and functions in the
study area were conducted to begin the
alternatives planning process. This
evaluation enabled the identification of
potential restoration opportunities and
constraints. Armed with detailed
information about the river and marsh
processes and ecological functions, the
Conservancy hosted a design charrette
(i.e., interactive workshop) for agencies
and other stakeholders to identify the
spectrum of potentially feasible
restoration ideas to be considered in the
development of concept plan
alternatives. Four alternative concept
plans, all developed to be potentially
feasible, were formulated to represent a
reasonable range of restoration
approaches. The four concepts
generated by this extensive process are
four action alternatives being evaluated
in the EIS/EIS/EIR. A preferred
alternative will be identified after public
review of the alternatives and public
comments are received on the Draft EIS/
EIS/EIR.

To date, key stages of the Upper
Truckee River and Wetland Restoration
project have included the following:

¢ Evaluating existing natural
processes and functions of the Upper
Truckee River and marsh in 2000 and
2001.

e Establishing project objectives and
desired outcomes in 2002, and updating
them in 2005.

¢ Defining restoration opportunities
and constraints in 2002 and 2003.

¢ Conducting a restoration design
charrette in 2003 to receive input from
stakeholders on project priorities,
concerns and constraints, and design
ideas.


mailto:MElam@trpa.org
mailto:upper_truckee_marsh@tahoecons.ca.gov
http:usbr.gov
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¢ Conducting hydraulic modeling
studies to support the development and
evaluation of project alternatives.

e Initial development and
comparative evaluation of four
conceptual restoration alternatives in
2004 and 2005.

e Regulatory agency review of
alternative concepts for key issues and
regulatory requirements in 2005.

e Further refinement and evaluation
of the alternatives, and preparation of a
Concept Plan Report (July 2006).

Project Objectives

The following objectives were
developed for the proposed action:

¢ Objective 1. Restore natural and
self-sustaining river and floodplain
processes and functions.

e Objective 2. Protect, enhance, and
restore naturally functioning habitats.

¢ Objective 3. Restore and enhance
fish and wildlife habitat quality.

¢ Objective 4. Improve water quality
through enhancement of natural
physical and biological processes.

¢ Objective 5. Protect and, where
feasible, expand Tahoe yellow cress
populations.

¢ Obijective 6. Provide public access,
access to vistas, and environmental
education at the Lower West Side and
Cove East Beach.

¢ Objective 7. Avoid increasing flood
hazard on adjacent private property.

¢ Objective 8. Design with sensitivity
to the site’s history and cultural
heritage.

¢ Objective 9. Design the wetland/
urban interface to help provide habitat
value and water quality benefits.

¢ Objective 10. Implement a public
health and safety program, including
mosquito monitoring and control.

The following alternatives will be
considered at an equal level of detail in
the EIS/EIS/EIR:

e Alternative 1, Channel Aggradation
and Narrowing (Maximum Recreation
Infrastructure);

e Alternative 2, New Channel—West
Meadow (Minimum Recreation
Infrastructure);

o Alternative 3, Middle Marsh
Corridor (Moderate Recreation
Infrastructure);

¢ Alternative 4, Inset Floodplain
(Moderate Recreation Infrastructure);
and

¢ Alternative 5, No Project/No
Action.

Alternative 1 would include raising
and reconfiguring a portion of the main
channel, reconfiguring two sections of
split channel, reducing the capacity of
the river mouth, changing the
hydrologic connectivity of the sailing
lagoon, constructing a river corridor

barrier to reduce wildlife disturbance,
restoring sand dunes at Cove East, re-
routing an existing recreational trail,
and developing several new recreational
components (i.e., full- and self-service
visitor centers, pedestrian and bicycle
trails, boardwalks, viewing platforms),
an interpretive program, and signage.

Alternative 2 would include
excavation of a new channel and fill of
a portion of the existing channel,
constructing a new river mouth,
changing the hydrologic connectivity of
the sailing lagoon, constructing a river
corridor barrier to reduce wildlife
disturbance, and restoring sand dunes at
Cove East, re-routing an existing
recreational trail, constructing
observation platforms, and developing
an interpretive program and signage.

Alternative 3 would include
excavation of a new channel and fill of
a portion of the existing channel,
reducing the capacity of the river
mouth, changing the hydrologic
connectivity of the sailing lagoon, re-
routing an existing recreational trail,
developing several new recreational
components (i.e., self-service visitor
center, pedestrian and bicycle trails,
boardwalks, viewing platforms), and an
interpretive program and signage.

Alternative 4 would include
excavation of portions of the meadow
surface along the corridor of the existing
channel to create an inset floodplain,
reducing the capacity of the river
mouth, constructing a river corridor
barrier to reduce wildlife disturbance,
(i.e., self-service visitor center,
pedestrian and bicycle trails,
boardwalks, viewing platforms), and an
interpretive program and signage.

Under Alternative 5, existing
conditions on the project site would be
projected into the future.

Potential Federal involvement may
include the approval of the proposed
action and partial funding of the river
restoration component of the proposed
action. The EIS will be combined with
an EIR prepared by the Conservancy
pursuant to the CEQA and an EIS
prepared by the TRPA pursuant to its
Compact and Chapter 5 of the TRPA
Code of Ordinances.

Additional Information

The environmental review will be
conducted pursuant to NEPA, CEQA,
TRPA’s Compact and Chapter 5 of the
TRPA Code of Ordinances, the Federal
and State Endangered Species Acts, and
other applicable laws, to analyze the
potential environmental impacts of
implementing a range of feasible
alternatives. Public input on the range
of alternatives proposed for detailed

consideration will be sought through the
public scoping process.

The EIS/EIS/EIR will assess potential
impacts to any Indian Trust Assets or
environmental justice issues. There are
no known Indian Trust Assets or
environmental justice issues associated
with the proposed action. Input about
concerns or issues related to Indian
Trust Assets are requested from
potentially affected federally recognized
Indian Tribes and individual Indians.

Our practice is to make comments,
including names, home addresses, home
phone numbers, and e-mail addresses of
respondents, available for public
review. Individual respondents may
request that we withhold their names
and/or home addresses, etc., but if you
wish us to consider withholding this
information you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your
comments. In addition, you must
present a rationale for withholding this
information. This rationale must
demonstrate that disclosure would
constitute a clearly unwarranted
invasion of privacy. Unsupported
assertions will not meet this burden. In
the absence of exceptional,
documentable circumstances, this
information will be released. We will
always make submissions from
organizations or businesses, and from
individuals identifying themselves as
representatives or officials of
organizations or businesses, available
for public inspection in their entirety.

Robert Eckart,

Acting Regional Environmental Officer, Mid-
Pacific Region.

[FR Doc. E6-17427 Filed 10—-18-06; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-MN-P

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

[Inv. No. 337-TA-585]

In the Matter of Certain Engines,
Components Thereof, and Products
Containing the Same; Notice of
Investigation

AGENCY: U.S. International Trade
Commission.

ACTION: Institution of investigation
pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 1337.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that a
complaint was filed with the U.S.
International Trade Commission on
September 19, 2006, under section 337
of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended,
19 U.S.C. 1337, on behalf of American
Honda Motor Company, Incorporated of
Torrance, California. A supplement to
the complaint was filed on October 10,
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

P.O. Box 5310 Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor:
128 Market Street CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY
Stateline, Nevada 89449-5310 1061 Third Street
Phone: (775) 588-4547 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
Fax: (775) 588-4527 (530) 542-5580
Email: trpa@trpa.org www.trpa.org (530) 542-5591 (fax)

This notice is being issued jointly by the State of California and the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency and meets CEQA and TRPA noticing requirements for a Notice of Preparation.

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

To: California State Clearinghouse
Nevada State Clearinghouse
Cooperating Agencies
Responsible and Trustee Agencies
Interested Parties and Organizations
Affected Property Owners (within 300 feet of the study area boundaries)

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS)/EIS for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project, South Lake Tahoe, California.

Lead Agencies:

State of California United States Department of the Interior
California Tahoe Conservancy Bureau of Reclamation

1061 Third Street 2800 Cottage Way, Room E-2606

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 Sacramento, CA 95825-1898

Contact: Jacqui Grandfield, UC Consultant, Wildlife =~ Contact: Myrnie Mayville, NEPA Coordinator
Program Phone: (916) 978-5037

Phone: (530) 542-5580 Fax:  (916) 978-5055

Fax:  (530) 542-5591 Email: mmayville@mp.usbr.gov

Email: jgrandfield@tahoecons.ca.gov

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

P.O. Box 5310

Stateline, NV 89448

Contact: Mike Elam, Associate Environmental Planner
Phone: (775) 588-4547 ext.308 Fax: (775) 588-4527
Email: MElam@trpa.org

Project Title: Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project

Project Location:  The Upper Truckee River drains the largest watershed in the Lake Tahoe Basin. The
Upper Truckee Marsh is located on the south shore of Lake Tahoe where the river enters
the lake. The study area for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project is
generally bounded by U.S. Highway 50 (U.S. 50) and the Highland Woods neighborhood
on the south, the Al Tahoe neighborhood on the east, and Tahoe Islands/Sky Meadows


mailto:mmayville@mp.usbr.gov
mailto:MElam@trpa.org
mailto:jgrandfield@tahoecons.ca.gov

and Tahoe Keys neighborhoods on the west (Exhibit 1). The study area is approximately
592 acres, and includes parcels owned by the California Tahoe Conservancy
(Conservancy), other public agencies, and private landowners (Exhibit 2). It includes the
downstream reaches of Trout Creek and the Upper Truckee River, adjacent wetland and
uplands habitats, and the Lower West Side (LWS) Wetlands Restoration Project site

(located in the northwest portion of the study area, just east of the Tahoe Keys Marina).

The Conservancy, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
(TRPA) are preparing a joint EIR/EIS/EIS for the Upper Truckee Marsh Restoration Project (project). This joint
document will serve as an EIR prepared by the Conservancy pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA); an EIS prepared by Reclamation pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations Implementing NEPA; and an EIS prepared by TRPA
pursuant to its Compact and Chapter 5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. This notice meets the CEQA and TRPA
noticing requirements for a Notice of Preparation (NOP). Reclamation has prepared a separate notice that meets

NEPA requirements for a Notice of Intent (NOI) for publication in the Federal Register.

We would like to know the views of interested persons, organizations, and agencies as to the scope and content of
the information to be included and analyzed in the EIR/EIS/EIS. Agencies should comment on the elements of the
environmental information that are relevant to their statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed
alternatives. The project description, location, alternatives to be evaluated in the EIR/EIS/EIS, and potential

environmental effects of the proposed alternatives (to the extent known) are contained in this NOP.

In compliance with the time limits mandated by State law and TRPA, your response should be sent at the earliest

possible date, but not later than November 2, 2006. Please send your written responses to:

State of California Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Jacqui Grandfield, UC Consultant, Mike Elam, Associate Environmental Planner
Wildlife Program OR P. O.Box 5310

California Tahoe Conservancy Stateline, NV 89449

1061 Third Street
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Responses should include the name of a contact person at your agency or organization.

SUMMARY

The Conservancy, Reclamation, and TRPA are pursuing a restoration project along the reach of the Upper
Truckee River that extends from U.S. 50 north to Lake Tahoe, including the adjacent meadow and wetland. The

primary purpose of the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project is to restore natural geomorphic
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Regional Location Exhibit 1
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Study Area Map Exhibit 2
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processes and ecological functions along this reach of river. The Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration
Project is identified in TRPA’s Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) as a project that is necessary to
restore and maintain environmental thresholds for the Lake Tahoe Basin. EIP projects are designed to achieve and

maintain environmental thresholds that protect Tahoe’s unique and valued resources.

An extensive evaluation and restoration planning process has been conducted to identify potentially feasible
approaches for restoration of the river and marsh. As a result of that process, the following five alternatives,
including four action alternatives and a No Project/No Action Alternative, are intended to be evaluated in the

EIR/EIS/EIS.

» Alternative 1. Channel Aggradation and Narrowing (Maximum Recreation Infrastructure)
» Alternative 2. New Channel — West Meadow (Minimum Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 3. Middle Marsh Corridor (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 4. Inset Floodplain (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 5. No Project/No Action

These alternatives are named for their approach to restoration of the Upper Truckee River, and the associated

level of recreation infrastructure, and are described in more detail below.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

The Upper Truckee River has been substantially altered by land practices during the past 150 years. Throughout
its watershed, the river has experienced ecosystem degradation typical of what has occurred elsewhere in the
Basin. The river has been modified from its original conditions by human activities, such as logging; livestock
grazing; roads; golf courses; an airport; and residential, commercial and industrial developments. These
conditions have resulted in increased sediment and nutrient loads discharging into Lake Tahoe from the river,
which contribute to the declining clarity of the lake. Human influences have also resulted in reduced habitat
quality for plant, wildlife, and fish species in the watershed. Restoration of natural processes and ecological

functions of the river is an important part of the response to the decline in lake clarity.

Restoration planning for the marsh began in the early 1990’s with studies conducted by the University of
California. In 1995, the Conservancy commissioned a restoration planning and design study, which identified a
tentatively preferred river restoration concept two years later. However, it was determined that river restoration
required use of the entire Upper Truckee Marsh, and at that time the east side of the marsh was not owned by the
Conservancy; therefore, this tentatively selected concept could not be pursued. In 1998, the Conservancy began

planning and design of an initial phase of wetland restoration on a 23-acre portion of a study area located on the
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east side of the Upper Truckee River near Lake Tahoe (Exhibit 2). This is an area, called the Lower West Side
Wetland Restoration Project (LWS), where the marsh had been previously filled during the construction of the
adjacent Tahoe Keys. After careful investigations, planning, and design; extensive environmental review; and
community outreach, the Conservancy approved restoration of 12 acres of wetland through fill removal as the
LWS Project in 2001. Construction commenced in the summer of 2001 and was completed in the summer of

2003.

In 2000, the Conservancy purchased 311 acres of land in the center of the marsh from a private party, bringing
nearly the entire Truckee Marsh into public ownership. Currently, the majority of the study area is owned by the
Conservancy, including the marsh and meadows surrounding the lower reach of Trout Creek. Restoration
concepts encompassing the whole marsh and the lower reach of the river could be developed after the acquisition.
As part of this process, the Conservancy has also conducted public access and recreation use management

planning for the river, marsh, and beach.

Initially, the Conservancy defined project objectives and desired outcomes to direct the restoration planning
process. A comprehensive evaluation and documentation of the existing natural processes and functions in the
study area were conducted to begin the alternatives planning process. This evaluation enabled the identification of
potential restoration opportunities and constraints. Armed with detailed information about the river and marsh
processes and ecological functions, the Conservancy hosted a design charrette (i.e., interactive workshop) for
agencies and other stakeholders to identify the spectrum of potentially feasible restoration ideas to be considered
in the development of concept plan alternatives. Four alternative concept plans, all developed to be potentially
feasible, were formulated to represent a reasonable range of restoration approaches. The four concepts generated
by this extensive process became the four action alternatives being evaluated in the EIR/EIS/EIS. A preferred
alternative will be identified after public review of the four alternatives and public comments are received on the

Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

To date, key stages of the Upper Truckee Marsh Restoration project have included the following:

» Evaluating existing natural processes and functions of the Upper Truckee River and marsh in 2000 and 2001

» Establishing project objectives and desired outcomes in 2002, and updating them in 2005.

» Defining restoration opportunities and constraints in 2002 and 2003

» Conducting a restoration design charette in 2003 to receive input from stakeholders on project priorities,

concerns and constraints, and design ideas.

» Conducting hydraulic modeling studies to support the development and evaluation of project alternatives.

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project
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» Initial development and comparative evaluation of four conceptual restoration alternatives in 2004 and 2005.
» Regulatory agency review of alternative concepts for key issues and regulatory requirements in 2005.

» Further refinement and evaluation of the alternatives, and preparation of a Concept Plan Report (July 2006).

PURPOSE AND NEED

The need for the project originates from the environmental degradation that the Upper Truckee River has
historically experienced as a result of human alterations to the river and watershed. The purpose of the proposed
action is to restore natural geomorphic processes and ecological functions in this lowest reach of the Upper
Truckee River and the surrounding marsh to improve ecological values of the study area and help reduce the

river’s discharge of nutrients and sediment that diminish Lake Tahoe’s clarity.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The following basic objectives of the project were developed for the proposed action to meet the purpose and

need:
Objective 1. Restore natural and self-sustaining river and floodplain processes and functions
Objective 2.  Protect, enhance, and restore naturally functioning habitats

Objective 3.  Restore and enhance fish and wildlife habitat quality
Objective 4.  Improve water quality through enhancement of natural physical and biological processes
Objective 5.  Protect and, where feasible, expand Tahoe yellow cress populations

Objective 6.  Provide public access, access to vistas, and environmental education at the Lower West Side and
Cove East Beach

Objective 7. Avoid increasing flood hazard on adjacent private property
Objective 8.  Design with sensitivity to the site’s history and cultural heritage
Objective 9.  Design the wetland/urban interface to help provide habitat value and water quality benefits

Objective 10. Implement a public health and safety program, including mosquito monitoring and control

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

Four “action” alternatives, and the No Project/No Action Alternative, will be evaluated at an equal level of detail in
the EIR/EIS/EIS. The four action alternatives are illustrated in Exhibits 3 through 6 and are described below. It is
important to note that many of the individual components in each alternative are modular and could be transferred to

other alternatives, or recombined after environmental review to formulate different variations of the alternatives.
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All four action alternatives include a recreation and public access component. These ideas are expressed at three
levels of development intensity with respect to recreation-related infrastructure (“maximum”, “minimum”, and
“moderate™). At this point in project planning, there is no necessary connection between the recreation and public
access approach included in a particular alternative and the river restoration strategy of that alternative. The level
of public access and recreational facilities included in the alternative selected for implementation would need to

be compatible with that alternative’s river and marsh restoration strategy.

ALTERNATIVE 1. CHANNEL AGGRADATION AND NARROWING (MAXIMUM RECREATION
INFRASTRUCTURE)

Key elements specific to Alternative 1 include:

» Raising the bed elevation of the existing channel closer to the existing meadow surface as a means of re-
establishing an active floodplain, which would be achieved by placing a series of structures in the channel
designed to alter hydraulics and intentionally cause sediment aggradation of the bed. Local cut and fill would
be used to narrow the channel. Bar development in the aggrading channel would also contribute to channel

narrowing.
» Creating a sinuous, single thread bankfull channel excavated through the LWS.

» Using the existing river mouth location, but reducing its capacity by narrowing it with local cut and fill and/or

placement of bioengineered structures to encourage sediment deposition.

» Reconfiguring two sections of split channel from River Station (RS) 500 to RS 2,600. The low flow channel
would continue to flow through the east branch of the split channel from RS 500 to RS 1,400, but unlike
existing conditions, would continue in the second east branch channel from RS 1,400 to RS 2,600. The west
branches of the split channels would reduce the flow volume and hydraulic stress in the east low-flow channel

by conveying a portion of the high flow.
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 1. Channel Aggradation and Narrowing (Maximum Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 3
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 2. New Channel — West Meadow (Minimum Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 4
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 3. Middle Marsh Corridor (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 5
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 4. Inset Floodplain (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 6
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» Constructing a bulkhead at the sailing lagoon to cutoff its open connection with the marina and Lake Tahoe
and reconfiguring the relationship between the sailing lagoon and the Upper Truckee River so that the river
controls the hydrology of the lagoon. The new lagoonal system would be analogous to what currently exists
along Trout Creek, but on a larger scale and similar to the Upper Truckee lagoon system prior to the
construction of the Tahoe Keys development. The lagoon would be constructed just west of the Upper
Truckee River. At flow events greater than bankfull, water would overtop the river’s banks and begin to flow
into the lagoon. Local cut and fill would be used to re-contour the topography of the lagoon and decrease its

depth.

» Constructing a full-service visitor and interpretive center on a Conservancy-owned parcel on high capability
land near the end of Venice Drive and a small self-service visitor and interpretive center along the existing
bike trail near Trout Creek Bridge. The full-service facility would be fully staffed and would likely require a
concessionaire to support its maintenance costs. It could have office space included, for instance, for the
Conservancy or an appropriate non-profit entity to rent. The full-service facility would contain public
restrooms. A new parking lot would be located adjacent to the full-service visitor and interpretive center near

the end of Venice Drive.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations

throughout the site.

» Reconfiguring the channel dimensions and raising the streambed due to prompted channel aggradation from

the hydraulic structures, which would decrease channel capacity.

» Re-routing the trail providing public access to Cove East Beach west of the sailing lagoon on a new levee
parallel to the marina channel. This would allow integration of the sailing lagoon into an Upper Truckee

River-lagoon complex.

» Enhancing the existing trail alignment providing access to Cove East Beach by constructing a spur trail and
boardwalk to an observation platform near the river mouth. The platform would provide a view across the
river mouth and the meadow and lagoon to the east, as well as out across the lake. The boardwalk railings and

its height above the ground would help keep people off the sandy areas during periods of low lake level.

» Constructing new trails and boardwalks along the eastern perimeter of the site to help direct and control
existing pedestrian access to Barton Meadow, and in particular to the interior of the site. Wet swales and low
mounds would be used to discourage visitor access to the sensitive areas in the center of the marsh. The
function of boardwalks would be to raise people out of the wetter portions of the site where they currently

walk and damage wetland vegetation.
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Providing a raised boardwalk connection to the beach. An observation platform would be constructed at the
end of the boardwalk to provide an overlook of the lake, beach, and the wetland, while discouraging entry

onto the beach itself.

Providing a raised boardwalk for both pedestrians and cyclists that would cross Trout Creek in the southern
portion of the site, and link to existing bicycle trails at both ends. The boardwalk would allow visitors visual
access into the meadow and to the lake beyond, while minimizing the disturbance that large numbers of hikers

can have on meadow plants.
Constructing a Class I bike trail along Venice Drive.

Constructing a loop trail for both pedestrian and bicyclists through the wooded area north of Highland
Woods.

Constructing a river corridor barrier near the current river alignment to reduce wildlife disturbance.
Removing fill behind Harootunian Beach to recreate lagoon and wet meadow conditions.

Restoring sand ridges (“dunes”) at Cove East.

ALTERNATIVE 2. NEW CHANNEL — WEST MEADOW (MINIMUM RECREATION INFRASTRUCTURE)

Key elements specific to Alternative 2 include:

Excavating a new geomorphic bankfull capacity channel that re-establishes the existing meadow as an active
floodplain. Most of the new channel alignment would be located east of the existing channel. A hydraulic
structure would be constructed in the channel to facilitate the flow transition from the relatively low bed

elevation of the existing incised channel to the higher bed elevation of the new channel.

Creating a sinuous, single thread bankfull channel excavated east of the LWS and straightened reach that has

a sinuous planform, bankfull capacity, and active floodplain connection with the existing meadow surface.

Constructing a new river mouth with a reduced capacity and higher bed elevation west of the existing
location. This would provide the opportunity for a small area of beach restoration in the existing channel
location. Since this area is prime Tahoe yellow cress habitat, it is anticipated that Tahoe yellow cress would

expand in this beach restoration area.

Maintaining a low-flow channel in the same alignment, and providing hydraulic stress relief by excavating

portions of the meadow/terrace separating the split channel branches to create areas for high flow release.

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project
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» Constructing a bulkhead at the sailing lagoon to cutoff its open connection with the marina and Lake Tahoe
and reconfiguring the relationship between the sailing lagoon and the Upper Truckee River so that the river
controls the hydrology of the lagoon. The new lagoonal system would be analogous to what currently exists
along Trout Creek, but on a larger scale and similar to the Upper Truckee River lagoon system prior to the
construction of the Tahoe Keys development. The new lagoon would be constructed just west of the Upper
Truckee River. At flow events greater than bankfull, water would overtop the river’s banks and begin to flow

into the lagoon. There would be no change to the dredged depth of the lagoon.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations
throughout the site. No new buildings, public restroom facilities, or additional buildings would be

constructed.

» Reconfiguring the channel dimensions and raising the streambed by encouraging aggradation behind the

hydraulic structures would restore channel capacity.

» Re-routing the trail providing public access to Cove East Beach to west of the sailing lagoon on a new levee
parallel to the marina channel. This would allow integration of the sailing lagoon into an Upper Truckee

River-lagoon complex.

» Constructing view points (on-grade or elevated as observation platforms) on the eastern margin of the site at
the end of each of several streets where people currently access the site. The design intent of the view points

would be to discourage pedestrians and their pets from entering the site.
» Maintaining the location of existing bicycle trails around the perimeter of the study area.
» Constructing a river corridor barrier near the current river alignment to reduce wildlife disturbance.
» Removing fill behind Harootunian Beach to recreate lagoon and wet meadow conditions.
» Restoring sand ridges (“dunes”) at Cove East.

ALTERNATIVE 3. MIDDLE MARSH CORRIDOR (MODERATE RECREATION INFRASTRUCTURE)

Key elements specific to Alternative 3 include:

» Creating a new geomorphic bankfull capacity pilot channel to connect the river with the existing network of
small channels in the middle of the marsh and re-establish an active floodplain on the existing meadow
surface. A hydraulic structure would be constructed in the existing channel to facilitate the flow transition

from the relatively low bed elevation of the existing incised channel to the higher bed elevation of the pilot
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channel and existing meadow channels. No construction would occur within the main meadow’s channel

sections; the river flow paths would be dictated by natural processes.

» Using the existing river mouth location, but reducing its capacity by narrowing with local cut and fill and
constructing a higher bed elevation with engineered grade controls that simulate the resistant horizontal layers

in the subsurface.

» In the reach between U.S. 50 and the “Big Bend,” maintaining the low-flow channel in the same alignment,
and provide hydraulic stress relief by excavating portions of the meadow/terrace separating the split channel
branches to create areas for high flow release. Options for additional high flow conveyance under U.S. 50

could include bored overflow conduits.

» Constructing a bulkhead at the sailing lagoon to cutoff its open connection with the marina and Lake Tahoe
and reconfiguring the relationship between the sailing lagoon and the Upper Truckee River so that the river
controls the hydrology of the lagoon. The new lagoonal system would be analogous to what currently exists
along Trout Creek, but on a larger scale and similar to the Upper Truckee lagoon system prior to the
construction of the Tahoe Keys development. Limited re-contouring would be used to adjust the contours and

edges of the lagoon.

» Constructing a small self-service visitor and interpretive center just north of the cul-de-sac at the LWS. Public
restrooms would be included as part of the visitor’s center. A new parking lot would be located on a

Conservancy-owned parcel near the end of Venice Drive.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations

throughout the site.

» Reconfiguring the channel dimensions and raising the streambed by encouraging aggradation behind the

hydraulic structures would restore channel capacity.

» Re-routing the trail providing public access to Cove East Beach to west of the sailing lagoon on a new levee
parallel to the marina channel. This would allow integration of the sailing lagoon into an Upper Truckee

River-lagoon complex.

» Constructing trails and boardwalks along the eastern perimeter of the site to help direct and control the
existing pedestrian access to Barton Meadow, and in particular to the interior of the site. Wet swales and low
mounds would also be used to discourage visitor access to the sensitive areas in the center of the marsh. The
function of boardwalks would be to raise people out of the wetter portions of the site where they currently

walk and damage wetland vegetation.
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» Limiting the eastern trail to the most frequently accessed central portion of the border, and no connection is

provided north across the wetland to the beach.
» Maintaining existing bicycle trails around the perimeter of the study area.
» Constructing a loop trail for both pedestrians and cyclists through the wooded area north of Highland Woods.

ALTERNATIVE 4. INSET FLOODPLAIN (MODERATE RECREATION INFRASTRUCTURE)

Alternative 4 is fundamentally different from Alternatives 1 through 3 in that the existing streambed elevation
would not be raised and no new channels would be excavated into the existing meadow/terrace surface. Key

elements specific to Alternative 4 include:

» Excavating portions of the meadow surface along the corridor of the existing channel to create an inset

floodplain that would increase active floodplain area and flood storage for small magnitude events.
» Using local cut and fill to reduce the width and capacity of the existing channel.

» Creating a sinuous, single thread bankfull channel constructed along a similar alignment as the straightened

reach using local cut and fill.
» Using the existing river mouth location, but reducing its capacity by narrowing it with local cut and fill.

» Maintaining the low-flow channel in the same alignment, and providing hydraulic stress relief by excavating

portions of the meadow/terrace separating the split channel branches to create areas for high flow release.
» Retaining the open connection between the sailing lagoon, the marina, and Lake Tahoe.

» Constructing a small self-service visitor and interpretive center just north of the cul-de-sac at the LWS. Public
restrooms would be included as part of the visitor’s center. A new parking lot would be located on a

Conservancy-owned parcel near the end of Venice Drive.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations

throughout the site.

» Constructing trails and boardwalks along the eastern perimeter of the site to help direct and control existing
pedestrian access to Barton Meadow, and in particular to the interior of the site. Wet swales and low mounds
would also be used to discourage visitor access to the sensitive areas in the center of the marsh. The function
of boardwalks would be to raise people out of the wetter portions of the site where they currently walk and

damage wetland vegetation.
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» Limiting the eastern trail to the most frequently accessed central portion of the border, and no connection is

provided north across the wetland to the beach.
» Maintaining existing bicycle trails around the perimeter of the study area.

» Constructing a perimeter Class I bike trail along the southern border of the site intended to provide a bike trail

connection.
» Creating a river corridor barrier near the current river alignment to reduce wildlife disturbance.

ALTERNATIVE 5. NO PROJECT/NO ACTION

Under Alternative 5, no changes to the river or marsh would be implemented and existing conditions in the study

area would be projected into the future.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The following subject areas include potential environmental effects associated with the range of alternatives
identified above. These issues will be explored further during project scoping and during preparation of the draft

EIR/EIS:

Land Use. Land use impacts to be addressed in the EIR/EIS/EIS include changes to onsite uses, land use
compatibility, and community character. The EIR/EIS/EIS will also address consistency with the TRPA plan area
statement (PAS) requirements (PAS 100 and 102).

Hydrology, Geomorphology, and Water Quality. Alternatives 1-4 would restore a portion of the Upper Truckee

River with the intent to improve long-term water quality in the river and Lake Tahoe by reducing the reach’s
contribution of nutrients and suspended sediment to the river. Implementation of Alternatives 1-4 could create a
risk that short-term increases in sediment load during the construction period. Best Management Practices and
mitigation measures would be developed to address potential short-term impacts to water quality that are
identified in the EIR/EIS/EIS. Restoration of the river channel would change the hydrologic and geomorphic
processes of the river. The hydrologic analysis will focus primarily on assessing changes to flow patterns as
related to changes in channel form and function, support of restoration objectives, and avoidance of any increase
in flood hazard to developed land uses adjacent to the river. The geomorphic assessment will focus on potential
short- and long-term changes in sediment fate and transport and landscape-scale factors. The EIR/EIS/EIS will

also address long-term water quality monitoring needs.

Biological Resources (Fisheries and Aguatic Resources, Vegetation and Wildlife). Alternatives 1-4 include

actions for enhancing or restoring native vegetation communities, protecting sensitive wildlife habitat areas from
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excessive public use, and enhancing terrestrial and aquatic habitat values. These actions would affect the
distribution, extent, and quality of sensitive and common biological resources on the project site. Each alternative
was designed to result in long-term benefits to biological resources; however, construction of Alternatives 1-4
would remove or disturb terrestrial and aquatic habitats in some locations. Each alternative would result in
changes in existing public access to and recreational uses of the project site, which would influence future patterns
of disturbance on biological resources. The EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate the potential indirect, direct, and
cumulative effects of each alternative on: 1) existing vegetation communities, wildlife habitats, and aquatic
resources; 2) common and ecologically significant vegetation, wildlife, and aquatic resources; and 3) special-
status plant, wildlife, and aquatic species, including TRPA Special Interest Species. The relationship of project

effects to TRPA thresholds for vegetation, wildlife, and fisheries will be evaluated.

Earth Resources: Geology and Soils, and Land Capability and Coverage. Alternatives 1-4 would involve

grading and excavating for reconfiguration of a portion of the Upper Truckee River and changing site topography
for restoration purposes, including filling portions of the existing, degraded channel. The EIR/EIS/EIS will
describe potential environmental effects related to land capability and coverage, soils and geology, topographic
alteration, seismic hazards, slope stability, and erosion potential. If soil export outside of the study area is

necessary, potential disposal sites will be identified and evaluated.

Scenic Resources. Alternatives 1-4 would result in the changes to natural elements that contribute to the scenic

quality of the study area (e.g., river channel, river mouth, lagoon, vegetation), as well as changes related to the
installation of recreation-related structures (e.g., trails, boardwalks, viewing points, visitor center). Visibility of
these changes from the appropriate shoreline travel route on the lake and from U.S. 50, a TRPA-designated scenic
travel route, will be determined. Potential impacts from construction and operation of the alternatives will be
evaluated from sensitive viewpoints in or near the study area. Scenic effects will be evaluated in terms of
visibility of the alternatives, alteration of the visual setting, sensitivity of viewpoints, and potential effects on

TRPA scenic thresholds.

Public Access and Recreation. Construction and operation of Alternatives 1-4 would result in changes in existing

public access to and recreational uses of the study area. The study area is surrounded by residential neighborhoods
of South Lake Tahoe. PAS 102 on west side of the study area includes a priority for public access to the lake at
Cove East Beach. PAS 100, which occupies the center and east side of the study area, emphasizes resources
conservation. The location of a boat take-out site on the river differs among the alternatives, so impacts to
paddling use of the river will be evaluated. The EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate the changes to existing recreation areas
and uses, the change to TRPA persons-at-one-time (PAOTSs) allocations in the project area, the effect on TRPA

recreation thresholds, trail connectivity, and river access and crossings.
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Cultural Resources. The study area is located on undeveloped land. The EIR/EIS/EIS will analyze the potential

for cultural resources to be located on or near the site and the potential for disturbance of known and/or
undiscovered cultural resources due to implementation of the proposed alternatives. Also, the proposed action
includes consideration of Native American cultural uses of the study area and how restoration can be compatible
with and support those uses. The EIR/EIS/EIS process will include consultation with the Washoe Tribe and

evaluation in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Transportation, Parking and Circulation. Alternatives 1-4 would generate short-term, construction-related

traffic. Long-term traffic generated by the recreational components will also be discussed. The transportation
analysis will include identification of major roadways that may be affected by the proposed alternatives, traffic
volumes on those roadways, overall operating conditions, public transit routes that may be affected by the

proposed alternatives, and major pedestrian or bicycle routes that may be affected by the proposed alternatives.

Air Quality. Alternatives 1-4 would involve construction emissions and generation of fugitive dust, as well as
generate construction traffic in the area, contributing pollutants to the air basin. The EIR/EIS/EIS will include an
assessment of short-term (i.e., construction) air quality impacts and long-term (i.e., operational) regional air

pollutant emissions, including mobile, stationary, and area source emissions.

Noise. The EIR/EIS/EIS will assess potential short-term (i.e., construction) noise impacts, relative to sensitive
receptors and their potential exposure. Noise levels of specific construction equipment will be determined and
resultant noise levels at nearby receptors (at given distances from the source) will be calculated. Long-term (i.e.,

operational) noise impacts, including increased noise from mobile, stationary, and area sources, will be assessed.

Public Services and Utilities. The public services and utilities section of the EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate impacts

on power, water treatment and distribution, wastewater collection, solid waste collection and disposal, police

services, fire protection services, schools, and fire fuel management.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The EIR/EIS/EIS will assess whether potential hazardous materials may be

located in the study area. The EIR/EIS/EIS will also address hazardous materials issues related to adjoining

properties.

Agricultural and Mineral Resources. The proposed alternatives are not expected to affect agricultural or mineral

resources in the study area. Existing resources will be verified and discussed in the EIR/EIS/EIS.

Socioeconomics. With the exception of recreation, discussed above, the proposed alternatives are not expected to

significantly affect socioeconomic factors associated with the study area. The EIR/EIS/EIS will consider potential

economic impacts related to implementation of the proposed alternatives.
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Growth Inducement. The effects of the proposed alternatives on growth inducement will be addressed in the

EIR/EIS/EIS; however, the proposed alternatives are not expected to induce or result in the growth of population
in the region, cause an increase in demand for employment opportunities, or cause an increase in other public

needs.

Cumulative Effects. The EIR/EIS/EIS will identify and describe recently approved and reasonably anticipated

non-river related projects in the South Lake Tahoe area and vicinity of the Upper Truckee Marsh, other river
restoration projects being contemplated for upstream reaches of the Upper Truckee River, and region-wide
planning efforts currently underway (e.g., Pathway 2007, the total maximum daily load [TMDL] requirement
being developed for the Upper Truckee River). The EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate the combined effects of these

activities with the proposed action.

TRPA Threshold Carrying Capacities: The EIR/EIS/EIS will include assessment of the proposed action’s

compliance with and contribution to the attainment of threshold carrying capacities adopted by TRPA.

INTENDED USES OF THE EIR/EIS/EIS

The Conservancy, Reclamation, and TRPA will use this EIR/EIS/EIS to consider the environmental effects,
mitigation measures, and alternatives, when reviewing the proposed action for approval. The EIR/EIS/EIS will
serve as the State’s CEQA compliance document, as Reclamation’s NEPA compliance document, and as TRPA’s
compliance document with respect to its Compact and Chapter 5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. State
responsible and trustee agencies and federal cooperating agencies may also use this EIR/EIS/EIS, as needed, for

subsequent discretionary actions.

PUBLIC SCOPING

Public scoping meetings are being conducted to provide you with the opportunity to learn more about the
proposed action and to express oral comments about the content of the EIR/EIS/EIS, in addition to your

opportunity to submit written comments. The scoping meetings will be held at the following times and locations:
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Wednesday, October 11, 2006 Wednesday, October 25, 2006

TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting Governing Board Meeting

North Tahoe Conference Center Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

See agenda item at: See agenda item at:
http://www.trpa.org/default. aspx ?tabid=259 http://www.trpa.org/ default.aspx?tabid=258
North Tahoe Conference Center 128 Market Street

8318 North Lake Boulevard Stateline, NV 89449

Kings Beach, CA 96143

Tuesday, October 24, 2006 Tuesday, October 24, 2006
12:00 p.m. ~ 2:00 p.m. 6:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.
Inn By The Lake Inn By The Lake
3300 Lake Tahoe Blvd. 3300 Lake Tahoe Blvd.
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
) Ocrober 3. 2006
/ity St
Project Manager, TRPA Date

/ é Ocrober 3, 206
) ’\,g/[mvz,// . e,

Program Manager, California Tahoe Conservancy Date
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

P.O. Box 5310 Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor:
128 Market Street CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY
Stateline, Nevada 89449-5310 1061 Third Street
Phone: (775) 588-4547 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
Fax: (775) 588-4527 (530) 542-5580
Email: trpa@trpa.org www.trpa.org (530) 542-5591 (fax)

This notice is being issued jointly by the State of California and the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency and meets CEQA and TRPA noticing requirements for a Notice of Preparation.

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

To: California State Clearinghouse
Nevada State Clearinghouse
Cooperating Agencies
Responsible and Trustee Agencies
Interested Parties and Organizations
Affected Property Owners (within 300 feet of the study area boundaries)

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS)/EIS for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project, South Lake Tahoe, California.

Lead Agencies:

State of California United States Department of the Interior
California Tahoe Conservancy Bureau of Reclamation

1061 Third Street 2800 Cottage Way, Room E-2606

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 Sacramento, CA 95825-1898

Contact: Jacqui Grandfield, UC Consultant, Wildlife =~ Contact: Myrnie Mayville, NEPA Coordinator
Program Phone: (916) 978-5037

Phone: (530) 542-5580 Fax:  (916) 978-5055

Fax:  (530) 542-5591 Email: mmayville@mp.usbr.gov

Email: jgrandfield@tahoecons.ca.gov

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

P.O. Box 5310

Stateline, NV 89448

Contact: Mike Elam, Associate Environmental Planner
Phone: (775) 588-4547 ext.308 Fax: (775) 588-4527
Email: MElam@trpa.org

Project Title: Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project

Project Location:  The Upper Truckee River drains the largest watershed in the Lake Tahoe Basin. The
Upper Truckee Marsh is located on the south shore of Lake Tahoe where the river enters
the lake. The study area for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project is
generally bounded by U.S. Highway 50 (U.S. 50) and the Highland Woods neighborhood
on the south, the Al Tahoe neighborhood on the east, and Tahoe Islands/Sky Meadows


mailto:mmayville@mp.usbr.gov
mailto:MElam@trpa.org
mailto:jgrandfield@tahoecons.ca.gov

and Tahoe Keys neighborhoods on the west (Exhibit 1). The study area is approximately
592 acres, and includes parcels owned by the California Tahoe Conservancy
(Conservancy), other public agencies, and private landowners (Exhibit 2). It includes the
downstream reaches of Trout Creek and the Upper Truckee River, adjacent wetland and
uplands habitats, and the Lower West Side (LWS) Wetlands Restoration Project site

(located in the northwest portion of the study area, just east of the Tahoe Keys Marina).

The Conservancy, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
(TRPA) are preparing a joint EIR/EIS/EIS for the Upper Truckee Marsh Restoration Project (project). This joint
document will serve as an EIR prepared by the Conservancy pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA); an EIS prepared by Reclamation pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations Implementing NEPA; and an EIS prepared by TRPA
pursuant to its Compact and Chapter 5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. This notice meets the CEQA and TRPA
noticing requirements for a Notice of Preparation (NOP). Reclamation has prepared a separate notice that meets

NEPA requirements for a Notice of Intent (NOI) for publication in the Federal Register.

We would like to know the views of interested persons, organizations, and agencies as to the scope and content of
the information to be included and analyzed in the EIR/EIS/EIS. Agencies should comment on the elements of the
environmental information that are relevant to their statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed
alternatives. The project description, location, alternatives to be evaluated in the EIR/EIS/EIS, and potential

environmental effects of the proposed alternatives (to the extent known) are contained in this NOP.

In compliance with the time limits mandated by State law and TRPA, your response should be sent at the earliest

possible date, but not later than November 2, 2006. Please send your written responses to:

State of California Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Jacqui Grandfield, UC Consultant, Mike Elam, Associate Environmental Planner
Wildlife Program OR P. O.Box 5310

California Tahoe Conservancy Stateline, NV 89449

1061 Third Street
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Responses should include the name of a contact person at your agency or organization.

SUMMARY

The Conservancy, Reclamation, and TRPA are pursuing a restoration project along the reach of the Upper
Truckee River that extends from U.S. 50 north to Lake Tahoe, including the adjacent meadow and wetland. The

primary purpose of the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project is to restore natural geomorphic
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Regional Location Exhibit 1
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Study Area Map Exhibit 2
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processes and ecological functions along this reach of river. The Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration
Project is identified in TRPA’s Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) as a project that is necessary to
restore and maintain environmental thresholds for the Lake Tahoe Basin. EIP projects are designed to achieve and

maintain environmental thresholds that protect Tahoe’s unique and valued resources.

An extensive evaluation and restoration planning process has been conducted to identify potentially feasible
approaches for restoration of the river and marsh. As a result of that process, the following five alternatives,
including four action alternatives and a No Project/No Action Alternative, are intended to be evaluated in the

EIR/EIS/EIS.

» Alternative 1. Channel Aggradation and Narrowing (Maximum Recreation Infrastructure)
» Alternative 2. New Channel — West Meadow (Minimum Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 3. Middle Marsh Corridor (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 4. Inset Floodplain (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure)

» Alternative 5. No Project/No Action

These alternatives are named for their approach to restoration of the Upper Truckee River, and the associated

level of recreation infrastructure, and are described in more detail below.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

BACKGROUND

The Upper Truckee River has been substantially altered by land practices during the past 150 years. Throughout
its watershed, the river has experienced ecosystem degradation typical of what has occurred elsewhere in the
Basin. The river has been modified from its original conditions by human activities, such as logging; livestock
grazing; roads; golf courses; an airport; and residential, commercial and industrial developments. These
conditions have resulted in increased sediment and nutrient loads discharging into Lake Tahoe from the river,
which contribute to the declining clarity of the lake. Human influences have also resulted in reduced habitat
quality for plant, wildlife, and fish species in the watershed. Restoration of natural processes and ecological

functions of the river is an important part of the response to the decline in lake clarity.

Restoration planning for the marsh began in the early 1990’s with studies conducted by the University of
California. In 1995, the Conservancy commissioned a restoration planning and design study, which identified a
tentatively preferred river restoration concept two years later. However, it was determined that river restoration
required use of the entire Upper Truckee Marsh, and at that time the east side of the marsh was not owned by the
Conservancy; therefore, this tentatively selected concept could not be pursued. In 1998, the Conservancy began

planning and design of an initial phase of wetland restoration on a 23-acre portion of a study area located on the
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east side of the Upper Truckee River near Lake Tahoe (Exhibit 2). This is an area, called the Lower West Side
Wetland Restoration Project (LWS), where the marsh had been previously filled during the construction of the
adjacent Tahoe Keys. After careful investigations, planning, and design; extensive environmental review; and
community outreach, the Conservancy approved restoration of 12 acres of wetland through fill removal as the
LWS Project in 2001. Construction commenced in the summer of 2001 and was completed in the summer of

2003.

In 2000, the Conservancy purchased 311 acres of land in the center of the marsh from a private party, bringing
nearly the entire Truckee Marsh into public ownership. Currently, the majority of the study area is owned by the
Conservancy, including the marsh and meadows surrounding the lower reach of Trout Creek. Restoration
concepts encompassing the whole marsh and the lower reach of the river could be developed after the acquisition.
As part of this process, the Conservancy has also conducted public access and recreation use management

planning for the river, marsh, and beach.

Initially, the Conservancy defined project objectives and desired outcomes to direct the restoration planning
process. A comprehensive evaluation and documentation of the existing natural processes and functions in the
study area were conducted to begin the alternatives planning process. This evaluation enabled the identification of
potential restoration opportunities and constraints. Armed with detailed information about the river and marsh
processes and ecological functions, the Conservancy hosted a design charrette (i.e., interactive workshop) for
agencies and other stakeholders to identify the spectrum of potentially feasible restoration ideas to be considered
in the development of concept plan alternatives. Four alternative concept plans, all developed to be potentially
feasible, were formulated to represent a reasonable range of restoration approaches. The four concepts generated
by this extensive process became the four action alternatives being evaluated in the EIR/EIS/EIS. A preferred
alternative will be identified after public review of the four alternatives and public comments are received on the

Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

To date, key stages of the Upper Truckee Marsh Restoration project have included the following:

» Evaluating existing natural processes and functions of the Upper Truckee River and marsh in 2000 and 2001

» Establishing project objectives and desired outcomes in 2002, and updating them in 2005.

» Defining restoration opportunities and constraints in 2002 and 2003

» Conducting a restoration design charette in 2003 to receive input from stakeholders on project priorities,

concerns and constraints, and design ideas.

» Conducting hydraulic modeling studies to support the development and evaluation of project alternatives.
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» Initial development and comparative evaluation of four conceptual restoration alternatives in 2004 and 2005.
» Regulatory agency review of alternative concepts for key issues and regulatory requirements in 2005.

» Further refinement and evaluation of the alternatives, and preparation of a Concept Plan Report (July 2006).

PURPOSE AND NEED

The need for the project originates from the environmental degradation that the Upper Truckee River has
historically experienced as a result of human alterations to the river and watershed. The purpose of the proposed
action is to restore natural geomorphic processes and ecological functions in this lowest reach of the Upper
Truckee River and the surrounding marsh to improve ecological values of the study area and help reduce the

river’s discharge of nutrients and sediment that diminish Lake Tahoe’s clarity.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The following basic objectives of the project were developed for the proposed action to meet the purpose and

need:
Objective 1. Restore natural and self-sustaining river and floodplain processes and functions
Objective 2.  Protect, enhance, and restore naturally functioning habitats

Objective 3.  Restore and enhance fish and wildlife habitat quality
Objective 4.  Improve water quality through enhancement of natural physical and biological processes
Objective 5.  Protect and, where feasible, expand Tahoe yellow cress populations

Objective 6.  Provide public access, access to vistas, and environmental education at the Lower West Side and
Cove East Beach

Objective 7. Avoid increasing flood hazard on adjacent private property
Objective 8.  Design with sensitivity to the site’s history and cultural heritage
Objective 9.  Design the wetland/urban interface to help provide habitat value and water quality benefits

Objective 10. Implement a public health and safety program, including mosquito monitoring and control

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

Four “action” alternatives, and the No Project/No Action Alternative, will be evaluated at an equal level of detail in
the EIR/EIS/EIS. The four action alternatives are illustrated in Exhibits 3 through 6 and are described below. It is
important to note that many of the individual components in each alternative are modular and could be transferred to

other alternatives, or recombined after environmental review to formulate different variations of the alternatives.
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All four action alternatives include a recreation and public access component. These ideas are expressed at three
levels of development intensity with respect to recreation-related infrastructure (“maximum”, “minimum”, and
“moderate™). At this point in project planning, there is no necessary connection between the recreation and public
access approach included in a particular alternative and the river restoration strategy of that alternative. The level
of public access and recreational facilities included in the alternative selected for implementation would need to

be compatible with that alternative’s river and marsh restoration strategy.

ALTERNATIVE 1. CHANNEL AGGRADATION AND NARROWING (MAXIMUM RECREATION
INFRASTRUCTURE)

Key elements specific to Alternative 1 include:

» Raising the bed elevation of the existing channel closer to the existing meadow surface as a means of re-
establishing an active floodplain, which would be achieved by placing a series of structures in the channel
designed to alter hydraulics and intentionally cause sediment aggradation of the bed. Local cut and fill would
be used to narrow the channel. Bar development in the aggrading channel would also contribute to channel

narrowing.
» Creating a sinuous, single thread bankfull channel excavated through the LWS.

» Using the existing river mouth location, but reducing its capacity by narrowing it with local cut and fill and/or

placement of bioengineered structures to encourage sediment deposition.

» Reconfiguring two sections of split channel from River Station (RS) 500 to RS 2,600. The low flow channel
would continue to flow through the east branch of the split channel from RS 500 to RS 1,400, but unlike
existing conditions, would continue in the second east branch channel from RS 1,400 to RS 2,600. The west
branches of the split channels would reduce the flow volume and hydraulic stress in the east low-flow channel

by conveying a portion of the high flow.
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 1. Channel Aggradation and Narrowing (Maximum Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 3
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 2. New Channel — West Meadow (Minimum Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 4
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 3. Middle Marsh Corridor (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 5
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Source: ENTRIX 2005

Alternative 4. Inset Floodplain (Moderate Recreation Infrastructure) Exhibit 6
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» Constructing a bulkhead at the sailing lagoon to cutoff its open connection with the marina and Lake Tahoe
and reconfiguring the relationship between the sailing lagoon and the Upper Truckee River so that the river
controls the hydrology of the lagoon. The new lagoonal system would be analogous to what currently exists
along Trout Creek, but on a larger scale and similar to the Upper Truckee lagoon system prior to the
construction of the Tahoe Keys development. The lagoon would be constructed just west of the Upper
Truckee River. At flow events greater than bankfull, water would overtop the river’s banks and begin to flow
into the lagoon. Local cut and fill would be used to re-contour the topography of the lagoon and decrease its

depth.

» Constructing a full-service visitor and interpretive center on a Conservancy-owned parcel on high capability
land near the end of Venice Drive and a small self-service visitor and interpretive center along the existing
bike trail near Trout Creek Bridge. The full-service facility would be fully staffed and would likely require a
concessionaire to support its maintenance costs. It could have office space included, for instance, for the
Conservancy or an appropriate non-profit entity to rent. The full-service facility would contain public
restrooms. A new parking lot would be located adjacent to the full-service visitor and interpretive center near

the end of Venice Drive.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations

throughout the site.

» Reconfiguring the channel dimensions and raising the streambed due to prompted channel aggradation from

the hydraulic structures, which would decrease channel capacity.

» Re-routing the trail providing public access to Cove East Beach west of the sailing lagoon on a new levee
parallel to the marina channel. This would allow integration of the sailing lagoon into an Upper Truckee

River-lagoon complex.

» Enhancing the existing trail alignment providing access to Cove East Beach by constructing a spur trail and
boardwalk to an observation platform near the river mouth. The platform would provide a view across the
river mouth and the meadow and lagoon to the east, as well as out across the lake. The boardwalk railings and

its height above the ground would help keep people off the sandy areas during periods of low lake level.

» Constructing new trails and boardwalks along the eastern perimeter of the site to help direct and control
existing pedestrian access to Barton Meadow, and in particular to the interior of the site. Wet swales and low
mounds would be used to discourage visitor access to the sensitive areas in the center of the marsh. The
function of boardwalks would be to raise people out of the wetter portions of the site where they currently

walk and damage wetland vegetation.
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Providing a raised boardwalk connection to the beach. An observation platform would be constructed at the
end of the boardwalk to provide an overlook of the lake, beach, and the wetland, while discouraging entry

onto the beach itself.

Providing a raised boardwalk for both pedestrians and cyclists that would cross Trout Creek in the southern
portion of the site, and link to existing bicycle trails at both ends. The boardwalk would allow visitors visual
access into the meadow and to the lake beyond, while minimizing the disturbance that large numbers of hikers

can have on meadow plants.
Constructing a Class I bike trail along Venice Drive.

Constructing a loop trail for both pedestrian and bicyclists through the wooded area north of Highland
Woods.

Constructing a river corridor barrier near the current river alignment to reduce wildlife disturbance.
Removing fill behind Harootunian Beach to recreate lagoon and wet meadow conditions.

Restoring sand ridges (“dunes”) at Cove East.

ALTERNATIVE 2. NEW CHANNEL — WEST MEADOW (MINIMUM RECREATION INFRASTRUCTURE)

Key elements specific to Alternative 2 include:

Excavating a new geomorphic bankfull capacity channel that re-establishes the existing meadow as an active
floodplain. Most of the new channel alignment would be located east of the existing channel. A hydraulic
structure would be constructed in the channel to facilitate the flow transition from the relatively low bed

elevation of the existing incised channel to the higher bed elevation of the new channel.

Creating a sinuous, single thread bankfull channel excavated east of the LWS and straightened reach that has

a sinuous planform, bankfull capacity, and active floodplain connection with the existing meadow surface.

Constructing a new river mouth with a reduced capacity and higher bed elevation west of the existing
location. This would provide the opportunity for a small area of beach restoration in the existing channel
location. Since this area is prime Tahoe yellow cress habitat, it is anticipated that Tahoe yellow cress would

expand in this beach restoration area.

Maintaining a low-flow channel in the same alignment, and providing hydraulic stress relief by excavating

portions of the meadow/terrace separating the split channel branches to create areas for high flow release.
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» Constructing a bulkhead at the sailing lagoon to cutoff its open connection with the marina and Lake Tahoe
and reconfiguring the relationship between the sailing lagoon and the Upper Truckee River so that the river
controls the hydrology of the lagoon. The new lagoonal system would be analogous to what currently exists
along Trout Creek, but on a larger scale and similar to the Upper Truckee River lagoon system prior to the
construction of the Tahoe Keys development. The new lagoon would be constructed just west of the Upper
Truckee River. At flow events greater than bankfull, water would overtop the river’s banks and begin to flow

into the lagoon. There would be no change to the dredged depth of the lagoon.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations
throughout the site. No new buildings, public restroom facilities, or additional buildings would be

constructed.

» Reconfiguring the channel dimensions and raising the streambed by encouraging aggradation behind the

hydraulic structures would restore channel capacity.

» Re-routing the trail providing public access to Cove East Beach to west of the sailing lagoon on a new levee
parallel to the marina channel. This would allow integration of the sailing lagoon into an Upper Truckee

River-lagoon complex.

» Constructing view points (on-grade or elevated as observation platforms) on the eastern margin of the site at
the end of each of several streets where people currently access the site. The design intent of the view points

would be to discourage pedestrians and their pets from entering the site.
» Maintaining the location of existing bicycle trails around the perimeter of the study area.
» Constructing a river corridor barrier near the current river alignment to reduce wildlife disturbance.
» Removing fill behind Harootunian Beach to recreate lagoon and wet meadow conditions.
» Restoring sand ridges (“dunes”) at Cove East.

ALTERNATIVE 3. MIDDLE MARSH CORRIDOR (MODERATE RECREATION INFRASTRUCTURE)

Key elements specific to Alternative 3 include:

» Creating a new geomorphic bankfull capacity pilot channel to connect the river with the existing network of
small channels in the middle of the marsh and re-establish an active floodplain on the existing meadow
surface. A hydraulic structure would be constructed in the existing channel to facilitate the flow transition

from the relatively low bed elevation of the existing incised channel to the higher bed elevation of the pilot
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channel and existing meadow channels. No construction would occur within the main meadow’s channel

sections; the river flow paths would be dictated by natural processes.

» Using the existing river mouth location, but reducing its capacity by narrowing with local cut and fill and
constructing a higher bed elevation with engineered grade controls that simulate the resistant horizontal layers

in the subsurface.

» In the reach between U.S. 50 and the “Big Bend,” maintaining the low-flow channel in the same alignment,
and provide hydraulic stress relief by excavating portions of the meadow/terrace separating the split channel
branches to create areas for high flow release. Options for additional high flow conveyance under U.S. 50

could include bored overflow conduits.

» Constructing a bulkhead at the sailing lagoon to cutoff its open connection with the marina and Lake Tahoe
and reconfiguring the relationship between the sailing lagoon and the Upper Truckee River so that the river
controls the hydrology of the lagoon. The new lagoonal system would be analogous to what currently exists
along Trout Creek, but on a larger scale and similar to the Upper Truckee lagoon system prior to the
construction of the Tahoe Keys development. Limited re-contouring would be used to adjust the contours and

edges of the lagoon.

» Constructing a small self-service visitor and interpretive center just north of the cul-de-sac at the LWS. Public
restrooms would be included as part of the visitor’s center. A new parking lot would be located on a

Conservancy-owned parcel near the end of Venice Drive.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations

throughout the site.

» Reconfiguring the channel dimensions and raising the streambed by encouraging aggradation behind the

hydraulic structures would restore channel capacity.

» Re-routing the trail providing public access to Cove East Beach to west of the sailing lagoon on a new levee
parallel to the marina channel. This would allow integration of the sailing lagoon into an Upper Truckee

River-lagoon complex.

» Constructing trails and boardwalks along the eastern perimeter of the site to help direct and control the
existing pedestrian access to Barton Meadow, and in particular to the interior of the site. Wet swales and low
mounds would also be used to discourage visitor access to the sensitive areas in the center of the marsh. The
function of boardwalks would be to raise people out of the wetter portions of the site where they currently

walk and damage wetland vegetation.
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» Limiting the eastern trail to the most frequently accessed central portion of the border, and no connection is

provided north across the wetland to the beach.
» Maintaining existing bicycle trails around the perimeter of the study area.
» Constructing a loop trail for both pedestrians and cyclists through the wooded area north of Highland Woods.

ALTERNATIVE 4. INSET FLOODPLAIN (MODERATE RECREATION INFRASTRUCTURE)

Alternative 4 is fundamentally different from Alternatives 1 through 3 in that the existing streambed elevation
would not be raised and no new channels would be excavated into the existing meadow/terrace surface. Key

elements specific to Alternative 4 include:

» Excavating portions of the meadow surface along the corridor of the existing channel to create an inset

floodplain that would increase active floodplain area and flood storage for small magnitude events.
» Using local cut and fill to reduce the width and capacity of the existing channel.

» Creating a sinuous, single thread bankfull channel constructed along a similar alignment as the straightened

reach using local cut and fill.
» Using the existing river mouth location, but reducing its capacity by narrowing it with local cut and fill.

» Maintaining the low-flow channel in the same alignment, and providing hydraulic stress relief by excavating

portions of the meadow/terrace separating the split channel branches to create areas for high flow release.
» Retaining the open connection between the sailing lagoon, the marina, and Lake Tahoe.

» Constructing a small self-service visitor and interpretive center just north of the cul-de-sac at the LWS. Public
restrooms would be included as part of the visitor’s center. A new parking lot would be located on a

Conservancy-owned parcel near the end of Venice Drive.

» Developing an interpretive program and installing additional interpretive signage in appropriate locations

throughout the site.

» Constructing trails and boardwalks along the eastern perimeter of the site to help direct and control existing
pedestrian access to Barton Meadow, and in particular to the interior of the site. Wet swales and low mounds
would also be used to discourage visitor access to the sensitive areas in the center of the marsh. The function
of boardwalks would be to raise people out of the wetter portions of the site where they currently walk and

damage wetland vegetation.
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» Limiting the eastern trail to the most frequently accessed central portion of the border, and no connection is

provided north across the wetland to the beach.
» Maintaining existing bicycle trails around the perimeter of the study area.

» Constructing a perimeter Class I bike trail along the southern border of the site intended to provide a bike trail

connection.
» Creating a river corridor barrier near the current river alignment to reduce wildlife disturbance.

ALTERNATIVE 5. NO PROJECT/NO ACTION

Under Alternative 5, no changes to the river or marsh would be implemented and existing conditions in the study

area would be projected into the future.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The following subject areas include potential environmental effects associated with the range of alternatives
identified above. These issues will be explored further during project scoping and during preparation of the draft

EIR/EIS:

Land Use. Land use impacts to be addressed in the EIR/EIS/EIS include changes to onsite uses, land use
compatibility, and community character. The EIR/EIS/EIS will also address consistency with the TRPA plan area
statement (PAS) requirements (PAS 100 and 102).

Hydrology, Geomorphology, and Water Quality. Alternatives 1-4 would restore a portion of the Upper Truckee

River with the intent to improve long-term water quality in the river and Lake Tahoe by reducing the reach’s
contribution of nutrients and suspended sediment to the river. Implementation of Alternatives 1-4 could create a
risk that short-term increases in sediment load during the construction period. Best Management Practices and
mitigation measures would be developed to address potential short-term impacts to water quality that are
identified in the EIR/EIS/EIS. Restoration of the river channel would change the hydrologic and geomorphic
processes of the river. The hydrologic analysis will focus primarily on assessing changes to flow patterns as
related to changes in channel form and function, support of restoration objectives, and avoidance of any increase
in flood hazard to developed land uses adjacent to the river. The geomorphic assessment will focus on potential
short- and long-term changes in sediment fate and transport and landscape-scale factors. The EIR/EIS/EIS will

also address long-term water quality monitoring needs.

Biological Resources (Fisheries and Aguatic Resources, Vegetation and Wildlife). Alternatives 1-4 include

actions for enhancing or restoring native vegetation communities, protecting sensitive wildlife habitat areas from
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excessive public use, and enhancing terrestrial and aquatic habitat values. These actions would affect the
distribution, extent, and quality of sensitive and common biological resources on the project site. Each alternative
was designed to result in long-term benefits to biological resources; however, construction of Alternatives 1-4
would remove or disturb terrestrial and aquatic habitats in some locations. Each alternative would result in
changes in existing public access to and recreational uses of the project site, which would influence future patterns
of disturbance on biological resources. The EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate the potential indirect, direct, and
cumulative effects of each alternative on: 1) existing vegetation communities, wildlife habitats, and aquatic
resources; 2) common and ecologically significant vegetation, wildlife, and aquatic resources; and 3) special-
status plant, wildlife, and aquatic species, including TRPA Special Interest Species. The relationship of project

effects to TRPA thresholds for vegetation, wildlife, and fisheries will be evaluated.

Earth Resources: Geology and Soils, and Land Capability and Coverage. Alternatives 1-4 would involve

grading and excavating for reconfiguration of a portion of the Upper Truckee River and changing site topography
for restoration purposes, including filling portions of the existing, degraded channel. The EIR/EIS/EIS will
describe potential environmental effects related to land capability and coverage, soils and geology, topographic
alteration, seismic hazards, slope stability, and erosion potential. If soil export outside of the study area is

necessary, potential disposal sites will be identified and evaluated.

Scenic Resources. Alternatives 1-4 would result in the changes to natural elements that contribute to the scenic

quality of the study area (e.g., river channel, river mouth, lagoon, vegetation), as well as changes related to the
installation of recreation-related structures (e.g., trails, boardwalks, viewing points, visitor center). Visibility of
these changes from the appropriate shoreline travel route on the lake and from U.S. 50, a TRPA-designated scenic
travel route, will be determined. Potential impacts from construction and operation of the alternatives will be
evaluated from sensitive viewpoints in or near the study area. Scenic effects will be evaluated in terms of
visibility of the alternatives, alteration of the visual setting, sensitivity of viewpoints, and potential effects on

TRPA scenic thresholds.

Public Access and Recreation. Construction and operation of Alternatives 1-4 would result in changes in existing

public access to and recreational uses of the study area. The study area is surrounded by residential neighborhoods
of South Lake Tahoe. PAS 102 on west side of the study area includes a priority for public access to the lake at
Cove East Beach. PAS 100, which occupies the center and east side of the study area, emphasizes resources
conservation. The location of a boat take-out site on the river differs among the alternatives, so impacts to
paddling use of the river will be evaluated. The EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate the changes to existing recreation areas
and uses, the change to TRPA persons-at-one-time (PAOTSs) allocations in the project area, the effect on TRPA

recreation thresholds, trail connectivity, and river access and crossings.
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Cultural Resources. The study area is located on undeveloped land. The EIR/EIS/EIS will analyze the potential

for cultural resources to be located on or near the site and the potential for disturbance of known and/or
undiscovered cultural resources due to implementation of the proposed alternatives. Also, the proposed action
includes consideration of Native American cultural uses of the study area and how restoration can be compatible
with and support those uses. The EIR/EIS/EIS process will include consultation with the Washoe Tribe and

evaluation in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Transportation, Parking and Circulation. Alternatives 1-4 would generate short-term, construction-related

traffic. Long-term traffic generated by the recreational components will also be discussed. The transportation
analysis will include identification of major roadways that may be affected by the proposed alternatives, traffic
volumes on those roadways, overall operating conditions, public transit routes that may be affected by the

proposed alternatives, and major pedestrian or bicycle routes that may be affected by the proposed alternatives.

Air Quality. Alternatives 1-4 would involve construction emissions and generation of fugitive dust, as well as
generate construction traffic in the area, contributing pollutants to the air basin. The EIR/EIS/EIS will include an
assessment of short-term (i.e., construction) air quality impacts and long-term (i.e., operational) regional air

pollutant emissions, including mobile, stationary, and area source emissions.

Noise. The EIR/EIS/EIS will assess potential short-term (i.e., construction) noise impacts, relative to sensitive
receptors and their potential exposure. Noise levels of specific construction equipment will be determined and
resultant noise levels at nearby receptors (at given distances from the source) will be calculated. Long-term (i.e.,

operational) noise impacts, including increased noise from mobile, stationary, and area sources, will be assessed.

Public Services and Utilities. The public services and utilities section of the EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate impacts

on power, water treatment and distribution, wastewater collection, solid waste collection and disposal, police

services, fire protection services, schools, and fire fuel management.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The EIR/EIS/EIS will assess whether potential hazardous materials may be

located in the study area. The EIR/EIS/EIS will also address hazardous materials issues related to adjoining

properties.

Agricultural and Mineral Resources. The proposed alternatives are not expected to affect agricultural or mineral

resources in the study area. Existing resources will be verified and discussed in the EIR/EIS/EIS.

Socioeconomics. With the exception of recreation, discussed above, the proposed alternatives are not expected to

significantly affect socioeconomic factors associated with the study area. The EIR/EIS/EIS will consider potential

economic impacts related to implementation of the proposed alternatives.
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Growth Inducement. The effects of the proposed alternatives on growth inducement will be addressed in the

EIR/EIS/EIS; however, the proposed alternatives are not expected to induce or result in the growth of population
in the region, cause an increase in demand for employment opportunities, or cause an increase in other public

needs.

Cumulative Effects. The EIR/EIS/EIS will identify and describe recently approved and reasonably anticipated

non-river related projects in the South Lake Tahoe area and vicinity of the Upper Truckee Marsh, other river
restoration projects being contemplated for upstream reaches of the Upper Truckee River, and region-wide
planning efforts currently underway (e.g., Pathway 2007, the total maximum daily load [TMDL] requirement
being developed for the Upper Truckee River). The EIR/EIS/EIS will evaluate the combined effects of these

activities with the proposed action.

TRPA Threshold Carrying Capacities: The EIR/EIS/EIS will include assessment of the proposed action’s

compliance with and contribution to the attainment of threshold carrying capacities adopted by TRPA.

INTENDED USES OF THE EIR/EIS/EIS

The Conservancy, Reclamation, and TRPA will use this EIR/EIS/EIS to consider the environmental effects,
mitigation measures, and alternatives, when reviewing the proposed action for approval. The EIR/EIS/EIS will
serve as the State’s CEQA compliance document, as Reclamation’s NEPA compliance document, and as TRPA’s
compliance document with respect to its Compact and Chapter 5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. State
responsible and trustee agencies and federal cooperating agencies may also use this EIR/EIS/EIS, as needed, for

subsequent discretionary actions.

PUBLIC SCOPING

Public scoping meetings are being conducted to provide you with the opportunity to learn more about the
proposed action and to express oral comments about the content of the EIR/EIS/EIS, in addition to your

opportunity to submit written comments. The scoping meetings will be held at the following times and locations:
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Wednesday, October 11, 2006 Wednesday, October 25, 2006

TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting Governing Board Meeting

North Tahoe Conference Center Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

See agenda item at: See agenda item at:
http://www.trpa.org/default. aspx ?tabid=259 http://www.trpa.org/ default.aspx?tabid=258
North Tahoe Conference Center 128 Market Street

8318 North Lake Boulevard Stateline, NV 89449

Kings Beach, CA 96143

Tuesday, October 24, 2006 Tuesday, October 24, 2006
12:00 p.m. ~ 2:00 p.m. 6:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.
Inn By The Lake Inn By The Lake
3300 Lake Tahoe Blvd. 3300 Lake Tahoe Blvd.
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
) Ocrober 3. 2006
/ity St
Project Manager, TRPA Date

/ é Ocrober 3, 206
) ’\,g/[mvz,// . e,

Program Manager, California Tahoe Conservancy Date
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Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project

California Tahoe Conservancy
1061 Third Street

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
www.uppertruckeemarsh.com

Public Meetings

Tuesday, October 24, 2006
Public Scoping Meetings

12:00 p.m. - 2:00 p.m.
6:00 pamd-— 8:00 p.m.

Inn by the Lake
3300 Lake Tahoe Blvd.
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Wednesday, October 25, 2006
TRPA - Governing Board Meeting

9:30 a.m.
See agenda item at:
http://www.trpa.org

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

128 Market Street
Stateline, NV 89449

The Environmental Review
Process

» Preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS)/EIS

» This review identifies environmental
impacts that might result from a
project and what can be done to
reduce or mitigate any significant
effects. Possible impacts include:
traffic circulation, water quality,
archaeological resources, vegetation
and wildlife. Public and agency review
and comment begins October 2006.
Alternatives will be analyzed to identify
a preferred alternative at the end of the
process in 2008

* Internet search words are in green italics

For additional information about this restoration project

and the Wildlife Program please contact:

Jacqui S. Grandfield, University of California Consultant
Wildlife Habitat Enhancement Program
California Tahoe Conversancy
1061 Third Street
South Lake Tahoe, California 96150
(530) 543-6048
jgrandfield@tahoecons.ca.gov

State of California
The Resources Agency
Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

Upper Truckee Update is published by the California Tahoe Conservancy to share information with the greater

Lake Tahoe community about the Conservancy’s restoration program for the Upper Truckee River

U
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UPPER TRUCKEE RIVER AND
MARSH RESTORATION PROJECT

This newsletter is the second in a series of periodic
issues that will guide you through the *California
Tahoe Conservancy’s process of restoring the
Upper Truckee Marsh, one of the largest wetlands
remaining in the Sierra Nevada Range.

The Upper Truckee River has been severely
impacted by human development. The river was
put in a ditch to allow for construction of the Tahoe
Keys. This has resulted in an eroding river, lowered
groundwater and a dry, non-functional meadow.

The Conservancy will begin the environmental
review process to restore the river with the first of
several public meetings (see back page for dates,
time and location). The project objectives (listed in
the box to the right) will guide you through the
proposed alternatives for river restoration.

The Conservancy hopes this outreach effort will
keep you informed so you are better able to provide
input and participate in this restoration project with
us. The success of this project will be enhanced

by your contributions.

Project Objectives:

Restore natural and self-sustaining river

and floodplain processes and functions

Protect, enhance and restore naturally

functioning habitats

Restore and enhance fish and wildlife

habitat quality

Improve water quality through

enhancement of natural physical and

biological processes

Protect and, where feasible, expand

Tahoe Yellow Cress populations

Provide public access, access to vistas,

and environmental education at the

Lower West Side and Cove East beach

» Avoid increasing flood hazard on
adjacent private property

» Design with sensitivity to the site’s history
and cultural heritage

» Design the wetland/urban interface to
help provide habitat value and water
quality benefits

» Implement a public health and safety

program, including mosquito monitoring

and control

vV Vv VYV VYV

The Tahoe Basin contains a rich diversity of fish,
wildlife, and native plants. Flycatchers, warblers,
mallards, and other waterfowl feed in the basin's
marshes and meadows. Ospreys nest on lakeside
snags; bald eagles roost in winter forest. Rainbow,
brook, and brown trout dart about in the basin's
streams. Hundreds of brick-red kokanee salmon run
up Taylor Creek to spawn, and huge Mackinaw swim
in the depths of Lake Tahoe itself.
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Through its land acquisition, planning, site improvement, and management activities, the California Tahoe Conservancy plays a major role in the basinwide effort to restore and sustain the equilibrium
between the natural and the human environment and between public and private uses at Lake Tahoe.

DRAFT RESTORATION ALTERNATIVES

The Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project team
has assembled a set of four draft alternatives for the
restoration of the Upper Truckee River and Marsh. These
alternatives draw on years of work by the Conservancy in
developing an understanding of the site, on recent compilation
of existing information regarding the physical and ecological
processes at work on the site, the results of the restoration
design session held in June 2003 and numerous meetings with
members of the public.

The Upper Truckee Marsh is located along the south shore of
Lake Tahoe. The study area is approximately 592 acres and
includes parcels owned by the California Tahoe Conservancy
and other public and private entities. The study area includes
the mouths of Trout Creek and the Upper Truckee River,
wetland and upland habitats, and a restored wetland area
known as Lower West Side. The Lower West Side project site
is located in the 24-acre Cove East, the western portion of the
study area, just east of Tahoe Keys Marina. This area was the
first component of the Upper Truckee River and Marsh
Restoration Project to be implemented. During the summers
0f 2001 and 2002, approximately 11 acres of former wetland,
which was filled during Tahoe Keys construction, was
excavated and wetland restoration was initiated.

Among the considerations that guided the process of
assembling these alternatives were the following:

e  Each alternative is conceived of as a “full-spectrum”
alternative; each is intended to address, to varying degrees,
all project objectives.

e  Many of the individual concepts shown in each alternative
are modular and could be transferred to other alternatives.

e  Draft alternatives were assembled to embody a diverse
range of concepts for particular components of the plan.

e  Each alternative is intended to be a feasible alternative that
the Conservancy could realistically construct.

e  Alternatives were developed within the bounds set by the
various critical constraints identified and mapped earlier in
the planning process.

Common Elements

Each of the four alternatives has common river restoration
elements. These include: 1) reestablishing an active floodplain
connection for the river, 2) replacement of the straightened
channel adjacent to the Lower West Side with a new, sinuous
channel with a bankfull capacity, 3) reducing the size of the
river mouth to limit backwater effects from Lake Tahoe, and
4) the development of treatments to control the accelerated
bank erosion downstream of the bridge. Three of the four
alternatives also propose re-establishing a river-overflow
lagoon at Cove East.

Reestablish an Active Floodplain

The overall objective of river restoration in all four
alternatives is to decrease channel capacity and reestablish the
channel’s connection to an active floodplain. This will
increase the frequency and duration of overbank flows and
allow the deposition of suspended sediment onto the meadow.
These restored river processes will enhance plant
communities, aquatic and terrestrial habitat, water quality, and
the ecological value of the site.

The Upper Truckee River between the Highway 50 Bridge and
the straightened reach is incised and over-widened. Because
of this channel degradation, the river can convey, on average,
800 to 1,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) in the channel before
water begins to overtop the banks and flow out onto the
meadow. A reduction in channel capacity would increase the
frequency of overbank flow, resulting in a beneficial increase
in local groundwater levels and deposition of suspended
sediment on the floodplain. Deposition removes the
microscopic sediment particles that diminish lake clarity and
allows nutrients, such as phosphorous and nitrogen, to be
utilized by the wetland plants that are then in turn used by
wildlife. All four alternatives propose actions for reducing the
channel capacity and reestablishing an active floodplain.

Each alternative replaces the existing straightened channel by
reducing the width of the channel and decreasing the distance
between the channel’s streambed and floodplain surface.
These objectives are accomplished differently in each
alternative.

e  Alternative 1 - Raise the bottom of the stream in the
existing channel closer to the existing meadow surface.

e  Alternative 2 — Excavate a new channel that flows out of its
banks every other year or so and reestablishes the existing
meadow as a naturally functioning floodplain. Most of the
new channel alignment would be located east of the
existing channel

e  Alternative 3 - Create a new channel in the middle of the
marsh. A new channel would be excavated to connect the
remnant channels in the middle of the marsh to the Lower
West Side. Two channels would be constructed through
the Lower West Side, with the west channel flowing into
and out of a redesigned lagoon (“Sailing Lagoon”) west of
the river mouth.

®  Alternative 4 - Different from the other alternatives in that
the existing meadow surface would not be reestablished as
the active floodplain. Instead, portions of the meadow
surface would be excavated along the corridor of the
existing channel to create an inset floodplain.

®  Alternative 5 — No project / No action

dR

The incision and excess capacity of the straightened channel
have converted the meadow from an active floodplain to an
area that is infrequently inundated. The straightened channel
also has poor diversity of flow velocity and often lacks
sufficient suitable habitat to support healthy aquatic life. All
four alternatives replace the existing straightened reach near
the LWS with a new channel that has a sinuous planform,
bankfull capacity, and active floodplain connection with the
existing meadow surface. The alternatives mostly differ in
their alignment of the new channel. The key restoration
actions for each alternative are:

e Alternative 1 — Construct a single channel through
the Lower West Side.

e Alternative 2 — Construct a channel east of the LWS
and straightened reach.

e Alternative 3 — Construct two smaller and shallower
channels that overflow frequently to the east and
through the Lower West Side.

e Alternative 4 — Construct a single channel that flows
out of the stream bank every 2.5 years along a similar
alignment as the straightened reach using local cut and fill.

Recreation and Access

Overlain on the four river restoration concepts shown in the
alternative plans are a range of ideas for managing public
access to and recreational use of the site. These ideas are
expressed at three levels of intensity of development of
recreation-related infrastructure:
e Alternative 1 displays a potential “maximum” level
of infrastructure development
e Alternative 2 shows a “minimum” level of
infrastructure development
e Alternatives 3 and 4 offer two variations of a
“moderate” level, with infrastructure development
falling between the two extremes

In most cases, there is no necessary connection between the
recreation and public access approach included in a particular
alternative and the river restoration ideas in that alternative.
Many of the recreation and access elements, and the different
intensities of infrastructure development could be
implemented with any of the four river restoration ideas. All
ideas for recreation infrastructure development were
conceived within the context of existing land use regulations
and Conservancy purposes in acquiring the property. Land
east of the existing alignment of the Upper Truckee River is to
be used as wildlife habitat, and even the maximum recreation
alternative recognizes this. However, visitors are currently
accessing this area and any future plan must contain
provisions to direct and manage existing use. Cove East Beach
and adjacent lands west of the current river alignment are
presently much more heavily used by the public, and this use
would continue in any future restoration scenario.

Getting Involved

The planning process provides two key opportunities for the
public to become involved in the development of the project.
Public "scoping" takes place at the beginning of the process
when the planning effort is announced. During scoping the
public is asked to raise questions and concerns to help the
design team identify the major issues to be addressed in the
environmental review document. With the release of the draft
document the public is provided the opportunity to examine
the project alternatives and present comments. The comments
are then analyzed and may be used to revise portions of the
draft document and guide the development of the preferred
alternative.

For more information about how to get involved in the Upper
Truckee planning process, to view maps of the alternatives,
and provide comments, visit the project web site at

www.uppertruckeemarsh.com
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Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project

California Tahoe Conservancy
1061 Third Street

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
www.uppertruckeemarsh.com

Public Meetings

Future Public Meetings have not yet been scheduled. Several meetings are being
planned for late Winter 2006 and throughout most of 2007. your questions, comments
and suggestions are very important in choosing the preferred alternative for the
project. The environmental documentation process will likely take about a year and a
half so there is ample time to attend public meetings and make comments. Look for
future mailings, newspaper notices, and meeting presentation dates. All are welcome

and everyone’s thoughts are greatly appreciated. See you at the meetings.

Our website www.uppertruckeemarsh.com will be updated regularly.

The Environmental Review
Process

» Preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS)/EIS

» This review identifies environmental
impacts that might result from a
project and what can be done to
reduce or mitigate any significant
effects. Possible impacts include:
traffic circulation, water quality,
archaeological resources, vegetation
and wildlife. Public and agency review
and comment begins October 2006.
Alternatives will be analyzed to identify
a preferred alternative at the end of the
process in 2008

* Internet search words are in green italics

For additional information about this restoration project
and the Wildlife Program please contact:

Jacqui S. Grandfield, University of California Consultant
Wildlife Habitat Enhancement Program
California Tahoe Conversancy
1061 Third Street
South Lake Tahoe, California 96150
(530) 543-6048
jgrandfield@tahoecons.ca.gov

State of California
The Resources Agency
Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

Upper Truckee Update is published by the California Tahoe Conservancy to share information with the greater
Lake Tahoe community about the Conservancy’s restoration program for the Upper Truckee River
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This newsletter is the second in a series of periodic
issues that will guide you through the *California
Tahoe Conservancy’s process of restoring the
Upper Truckee Marsh, one of the largest wetlands
remaining in the Sierra Nevada Range.

The Upper Truckee River has been severely
impacted by human development. The river was
put in a ditch to allow for construction of the Tahoe
Keys. This has resulted in an eroding river, lowered
groundwater and a dry, non-functional meadow.

The Conservancy will begin the environmental
review process to restore the river with the first of
several public meetings (see back page for dates,
time and location). The project objectives (listed in
the box to the right) will guide you through the
proposed alternatives for river restoration.

The Conservancy hopes this outreach effort will
keep you informed so you are better able to provide
input and participate in this restoration project with
us. The success of this project will be enhanced

by your contributions.

Project Objectives:

Restore natural and self-sustaining river

and floodplain processes and functions

Protect, enhance and restore naturally

functioning habitats

Restore and enhance fish and wildlife

habitat quality

Improve water quality through

enhancement of natural physical and

biological processes

Protect and, where feasible, expand

Tahoe Yellow Cress populations

Provide public access, access to vistas,

and environmental education at the

Lower West Side and Cove East beach

» Avoid increasing flood hazard on
adjacent private property

» Design with sensitivity to the site’s history
and cultural heritage

» Design the wetland/urban interface to
help provide habitat value and water
quality benefits

» Implement a public health and safety

program, including mosquito monitoring

and control
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The Tahoe Basin contains a rich diversity of fish,
wildlife, and native plants. Flycatchers, warblers,
mallards, and other waterfowl feed in the basin's
marshes and meadows. Ospreys nest on lakeside
snags; bald eagles roost in winter forest. Rainbow,
brook, and brown trout dart about in the basin's
streams. Hundreds of brick-red kokanee salmon run
up Taylor Creek to spawn, and huge Mackinaw swim
in the depths of Lake Tahoe itself.
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Through its land acquisition, planning, site improvement, and management activities, the California Tahoe Conservancy plays a major role in the basinwide effort to restore and sustain the equilibrium
between the natural and the human environment and between public and private uses at Lake Tahoe.

DRAFT RESTORATION ALTERNATIVES

The Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project team
has assembled a set of four draft alternatives for the
restoration of the Upper Truckee River and Marsh. These
alternatives draw on years of work by the Conservancy in
developing an understanding of the site, on recent compilation
of existing information regarding the physical and ecological
processes at work on the site, the results of the restoration
design session held in June 2003 and numerous meetings with
members of the public.

The Upper Truckee Marsh is located along the south shore of
Lake Tahoe. The study area is approximately 592 acres and
includes parcels owned by the California Tahoe Conservancy
and other public and private entities. The study area includes
the mouths of Trout Creek and the Upper Truckee River,
wetland and upland habitats, and a restored wetland area
known as Lower West Side. The Lower West Side project site
is located in the 24-acre Cove East, the western portion of the
study area, just east of Tahoe Keys Marina. This area was the
first component of the Upper Truckee River and Marsh
Restoration Project to be implemented. During the summers
0f 2001 and 2002, approximately 11 acres of former wetland,
which was filled during Tahoe Keys construction, was
excavated and wetland restoration was initiated.

Among the considerations that guided the process of
assembling these alternatives were the following:

e  Each alternative is conceived of as a “full-spectrum”
alternative; each is intended to address, to varying degrees,
all project objectives.

e  Many of the individual concepts shown in each alternative
are modular and could be transferred to other alternatives.

e  Draft alternatives were assembled to embody a diverse
range of concepts for particular components of the plan.

e  Each alternative is intended to be a feasible alternative that
the Conservancy could realistically construct.

e  Alternatives were developed within the bounds set by the
various critical constraints identified and mapped earlier in
the planning process.

Common Elements

Each of the four alternatives has common river restoration
elements. These include: 1) reestablishing an active floodplain
connection for the river, 2) replacement of the straightened
channel adjacent to the Lower West Side with a new, sinuous
channel with a bankfull capacity, 3) reducing the size of the
river mouth to limit backwater effects from Lake Tahoe, and
4) the development of treatments to control the accelerated
bank erosion downstream of the bridge. Three of the four
alternatives also propose re-establishing a river-overflow
lagoon at Cove East.

Reestablish an Active Floodplain

The overall objective of river restoration in all four
alternatives is to decrease channel capacity and reestablish the
channel’s connection to an active floodplain. This will
increase the frequency and duration of overbank flows and
allow the deposition of suspended sediment onto the meadow.
These restored river processes will enhance plant
communities, aquatic and terrestrial habitat, water quality, and
the ecological value of the site.

The Upper Truckee River between the Highway 50 Bridge and
the straightened reach is incised and over-widened. Because
of this channel degradation, the river can convey, on average,
800 to 1,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) in the channel before
water begins to overtop the banks and flow out onto the
meadow. A reduction in channel capacity would increase the
frequency of overbank flow, resulting in a beneficial increase
in local groundwater levels and deposition of suspended
sediment on the floodplain. Deposition removes the
microscopic sediment particles that diminish lake clarity and
allows nutrients, such as phosphorous and nitrogen, to be
utilized by the wetland plants that are then in turn used by
wildlife. All four alternatives propose actions for reducing the
channel capacity and reestablishing an active floodplain.

Each alternative replaces the existing straightened channel by
reducing the width of the channel and decreasing the distance
between the channel’s streambed and floodplain surface.
These objectives are accomplished differently in each
alternative.

e  Alternative 1 - Raise the bottom of the stream in the
existing channel closer to the existing meadow surface.

e  Alternative 2 — Excavate a new channel that flows out of its
banks every other year or so and reestablishes the existing
meadow as a naturally functioning floodplain. Most of the
new channel alignment would be located east of the
existing channel

e  Alternative 3 - Create a new channel in the middle of the
marsh. A new channel would be excavated to connect the
remnant channels in the middle of the marsh to the Lower
West Side. Two channels would be constructed through
the Lower West Side, with the west channel flowing into
and out of a redesigned lagoon (“Sailing Lagoon”) west of
the river mouth.

®  Alternative 4 - Different from the other alternatives in that
the existing meadow surface would not be reestablished as
the active floodplain. Instead, portions of the meadow
surface would be excavated along the corridor of the
existing channel to create an inset floodplain.

®  Alternative 5 — No project / No action

dR

The incision and excess capacity of the straightened channel
have converted the meadow from an active floodplain to an
area that is infrequently inundated. The straightened channel
also has poor diversity of flow velocity and often lacks
sufficient suitable habitat to support healthy aquatic life. All
four alternatives replace the existing straightened reach near
the LWS with a new channel that has a sinuous planform,
bankfull capacity, and active floodplain connection with the
existing meadow surface. The alternatives mostly differ in
their alignment of the new channel. The key restoration
actions for each alternative are:

e Alternative 1 — Construct a single channel through
the Lower West Side.

e Alternative 2 — Construct a channel east of the LWS
and straightened reach.

e Alternative 3 — Construct two smaller and shallower
channels that overflow frequently to the east and
through the Lower West Side.

e Alternative 4 — Construct a single channel that flows
out of the stream bank every 2.5 years along a similar
alignment as the straightened reach using local cut and fill.

Recreation and Access

Overlain on the four river restoration concepts shown in the
alternative plans are a range of ideas for managing public
access to and recreational use of the site. These ideas are
expressed at three levels of intensity of development of
recreation-related infrastructure:
e Alternative 1 displays a potential “maximum” level
of infrastructure development
e Alternative 2 shows a “minimum” level of
infrastructure development
e Alternatives 3 and 4 offer two variations of a
“moderate” level, with infrastructure development
falling between the two extremes

In most cases, there is no necessary connection between the
recreation and public access approach included in a particular
alternative and the river restoration ideas in that alternative.
Many of the recreation and access elements, and the different
intensities of infrastructure development could be
implemented with any of the four river restoration ideas. All
ideas for recreation infrastructure development were
conceived within the context of existing land use regulations
and Conservancy purposes in acquiring the property. Land
east of the existing alignment of the Upper Truckee River is to
be used as wildlife habitat, and even the maximum recreation
alternative recognizes this. However, visitors are currently
accessing this area and any future plan must contain
provisions to direct and manage existing use. Cove East Beach
and adjacent lands west of the current river alignment are
presently much more heavily used by the public, and this use
would continue in any future restoration scenario.

Getting Involved

The planning process provides two key opportunities for the
public to become involved in the development of the project.
Public "scoping" takes place at the beginning of the process
when the planning effort is announced. During scoping the
public is asked to raise questions and concerns to help the
design team identify the major issues to be addressed in the
environmental review document. With the release of the draft
document the public is provided the opportunity to examine
the project alternatives and present comments. The comments
are then analyzed and may be used to revise portions of the
draft document and guide the development of the preferred
alternative.

For more information about how to get involved in the Upper
Truckee planning process, to view maps of the alternatives,
and provide comments, visit the project web site at

www.uppertruckeemarsh.com


http:www.uppertruckeemarsh.com
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UPPER TRUCKEE RIVER AND MARSH RESTORATION PROJECT

EIR/EIS/EIS

TRPA ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION SCOPING MEETING

SUMMARY COMMENT NOTES

DATE: Wednesday, October 11, 2006

TIME: 9:30 am

LOCATION: Kings Beach Conference Center

ATTENDEES:

Rick Robinson, CTC

Curtis Alling, EDAW

Jacqui Grandfield, CTC

Gina Hamilton, EDAW

Mike Elam, TRPA

Mike Rudd, Entrix

APC Members

Meeting Purpose:

Environmental document scoping meeting with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Advisory

Planning Commission.

Major Points Expressed in Comments:

Comment by: #

Description of Major Points, Decisions or Actions:

Presentations

Mike Elam, Introduced project, mentioned other UTR projects. Project team is
TRPA initiating public scoping process.

Rick Robinson, Project background and history.

CTC

Curtis Alling, Notice of Preparation, project out to public. Introduced project team
EDAW members.

EIR/EIS/EIS. Purpose & Need, historical disturbances. Objectives.
Alternatives.

Project objectives. Alternative Descriptions. No preferred alternative.
Content of environmental document. Public involvement. Timeline

Teri Jamin, City
of South Lake
Tahoe

City is interested in this project. Wants recreation available to people on
both sides of the river, if not available, people will “make it available”.




Comment by:

Description of Major Points, Decisions or Actions:

Alan Tolhurst,
Chairman, El
Dorado County
Supervisor

Encouraged recreation.

Lauri Kemper,
Lahontan
RWQCB

What about the Tahoe Keys Corporation yard?
Rick: The Tahoe Keys Property Owners Association (TKPOA) has a 99
year lease for the yard. Restoration would involve cooperation of

TKPOA. Discussions are in the works.

Supports relocating corporation yard. Complaints from public to
RWQCB. Encourages Rick to work with TKPOA to find new location.

Rick: Actively looking for new location for corporation yard.

Lauri Kemper

Encourages TRPA to find a better site for corporation yard.

Rick Robinson

Lahontan staff is involved in the project.

Lauri Kemper

Lahontan staff is involved in design of restoration, quantitative load
reductions. Hoping EIS will discuss quantification of impacts/changes
during construction, turbidity. Need a certain level of detail.

Rick Robinson

Looking forward to Lahontan staff involvement

Shane Romsos,
TRPA

The project should consider: Non-native species issues related to the
lagoon and other areas. Also, coordination with other projects [on UTR].

Rick: Coordinating with other agencies working on other reaches.
Feasibility of reconnecting water supply to Pope Marsh?

Rick: Would require an active pumping system, probably not feasible to
reconnect. TKPOA has looked into this to some degree. Maintenance of

such a system = high cost. Not part of this project.

Encourage potential for building this into alternatives to help Pope
Marsh.

Environmental document should consider bald eagle thresholds.




Comment by:

Description of Major Points, Decisions or Actions:

Alan Tolhurst

Oxbows near airport. Asks about current UTM diagrams.

Rick: Conceptual/representative graphics — schematics for the
environmental process.

EIR/EIS/EIS including flooding projections?

Rick: Yes, including WQ benefits and existing housing in 100 year
floodplain. Mentioned flooding objective.

Hurricane Katrina actually resulted in some benefits to wetlands.
Rick: Breaches in levees can benefit wetland systems, lead to sediment
accumulation. Flat areas in systems collect sediment. Currently: No

sediment collection.

Hoping for modeling of existing deposition and change due to project

Shane Romsos

Chapter 5 of the watershed assessment identifies this area as an
ecologically significant threshold marsh system.

Virginia
Mabhacek

Shane asked about Pope Marsh. Discusses in the Process & Functions
study [for the UTM], difficult to reconnect. Pope Marsh is groundwater
supported. New studies would be needed for Pope.

Lauri mentioned evaluation of WQ performance. Dependent on
Concepts modeling timing, including simulation of No Project/No
Action. Concepts modeling may provide info for alternatives; may not.
The Marsh is difficult to model.

Alan mentioned the airport reach and sinuosity. The valley [where the
airport reach is located] seems flat but the Marsh is the flattest spot. Near
the airport: an alluvial valley stream reach. The Marsh is a transition
area; marsh/delta area. Difficult to model behavior in this reach.
Somewhat represented by single-channel modeling but not exactly.
Current UTM graphics: Actual channel will not be highly sinuous.

Alan Tolhurst

When you engineer changes in the stream, the stream will take its own
course at that point?

Virginia: Yes. Alt 1 nudges the stream. Alt 2, construction/future
dynamics. Alt 3, facilitating the channel taking over marsh. Different
levels of predictability and long-term needs. We will model. But
modeling has limitations. Need to consider natural dynamics. The barrier
beach is part of the process and design.

Lauri Kemper

Benefit of Alt 3 = using the naturally functioning marsh there today.
Well protected due to less disturbance. More concerned about
alternatives [that place the channel] at the edge [of the site].

Virginia: It’s a trade off: Predictability and engineering.




Comment by: Description of Major Points, Decisions or Actions:
John Singlaub, Things have to happen in the next few years. Boardwalks — design
TRPA Executive implications?
Director
Virginia: We’ll need to investigate how realistic some changes are
(boardwalking, boat takeout locations).
Public Comments
Michael Great project. The environmental benefits should be outstanding.

Donahoe, Sierra
Club

The Sierra Club’s mission is to explore, enjoy and protect natural
resources. Major mission: enjoyment participating in recreation, public
outings. Encourage creating a system where the public can enjoy the
area, not create rogue trails that will destroy source.

Looking at public process and public access. Should look at what’s good
for local access but this is also a national resource. Public access may be
limited to serve environmental benefits.
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UPPER TRUCKEE RIVER AND MARSH RESTORATION PROJECT

DATE:
TIME:
LOCATION:

ATTENDEES:

EIR/EIS/EIS

TRPA GOVERNING BOARD SCOPING MEETING

SUMMARY COMMENT NOTES

Wednesday, October 25, 2006
9:30 a.m.
TRPA Governing Board Rooms, Stateline, NV

Mike Elam, TRPA

Sydney Coatsworth, EDAW

Rick Robinson, CTC

Gina Hamilton, EDAW

Mike Rudd, Entrix

Patricia Hickson, EDAW

GB Members

Meeting Purpose:

Environmental document scoping meeting with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Governing

Board.

Major Points Expressed in Comments:

Comment by: # | Description of Major Points, Decisions or Actions:
Presentations
Mike Elam, Introduces project
TRPA
Rick Robinson, Provided historical perspective. Identifies UTM as a high priority project
CTC and as the last opportunity on the UTR to capture sediment before it

winds up in Lake Tahoe. Provided an overview of the EIR/EIS/EIS.

Gina Hamilton,
EDAW

Project objectives. Alternative Descriptions.

Rick Robinson

No preferred alternative identified going into the environmental
document. The idea is to use the CEQA/NEPA process to select the
preferred.




Comment by:

Description of Major Points, Decisions or Actions:

Board Comment

Steven Merrill,
Governor of
California
Appointee

Expressed surprise at the inclusion of recreation since the purpose of the
project is to restore water quality.

Rick: Trails to be on the periphery of the site. Mentions the presence of
special-status plants and that recreation management is necessary for
success of restoration project.

Which alternative is going to have the most immediate and maximum
effect on (improving) water quality? Will each alternative have the same
impacts?

Rick: They will have a range of benefits and impacts.

Norma Santiago,

Commends CTC for having the alternatives and studying their impacts to

El Dorado choose the preferred alternatives.
County
Supervisor
Jim Galloway, Requests study of:
Washoe County Total nutrient load and total solids load compared to No Project.
Commissioner
Shelly Aldean Until you know the net effects of changing the channel configuration — is
Carson City there any merit to the idea of delaying the recreational improvements
Board of until you know the impact of what the recreational impacts would be?
Supervisors
Rick: Doing it separately would be more costly.
There might be some variables that are unanticipated in regards to the
impact of recreation.
Kim Bettis, Recommends that there be an educational component to the recreational

portion of the project.

Jim Galloway

Mentions failure of Rosewood Creek.
Asks that there be consideration for the amount of disturbance required
to implement each alternative. Make sure the disturbance does not

outweigh the gain (in regards to construction).

Rick: We will be careful.

Public Comment

John Friedrich,
League to Save
Lake Tahoe

League is fully in support of project. Intends to provide written
comments in full support of the project.




SECTION G

Public Scoping Meeting Notes and Sign-in Sheets
Public Scoping Meeting (October 24, 2006 - afternoon)
Public Scoping Meeting (October 24, 2006 — evening)
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UPPER TRUCKEE RIVER AND MARSH RESTORATION PROJECT

EIR/EIS/EIS
EVENING PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

SUMMARY COMMENT NOTES

DATE: Tuesday, October 24, 2006
TIME: 6:00 — 8:00 PM
LOCATION: Inn By The Lake Conference Center, South Lake Tahoe
ATTENDEES:
Rick Robinson, Conservancy Curtis Alling, EDAW
Jacqui Grandfield, Conservancy Gina Hamilton, EDAW
Mike Elam, TRPA Patricia Hickson, EDAW
Myrnie Mayville, Reclamation Mike Rudd, ENTRIX
Virginia Mahacek, Valley and Mountain Consulting
Agency Staff and Public Commenters: 12 people

Meeting Purpose:

Environmental document public scoping meeting held from 6:00 to 8:00 PM at the Inn by the
Lake Conference Center.

Major Points Expressed in Comments:

Comment by: # | Description of Major Points, Decisions or Actions:
Presentations
Rick Robinson Provided historical background of the Upper Truckee River and Marsh

and intent of the proposed restoration.

Gina Hamilton

Introduced the purpose of the meeting to provide comments on the scope
of the environmental document.

Introduced the project location, purpose and need, alternatives, and
general parameters of the proposed project.

Public Comment

Ron Rettus Please overlay streets on the web maps so people can get more easily
oriented.

Dawn How will this affect the meadow south of the bridge?

Armstrong

A: Rick indicated that this project would not directly address the issues
of the meadow south of the bridge, because it is outside the
Conservancy’s property. One of the alternatives will consider increasing
the capacity of culverts under U. S. 50, so there may be an indirect
influence. This will be studied in the environmental document.




John Greenhut,
City of South
Lake Tahoe,
Public Works

Each of the alternatives need to show high water lines for flood analysis.
Potential for flood hazard is an important issue for the City.

A: Virginia summarized the modeling to be conducted, including the
100-year event.

John Coburn,
UNR

How far upstream is the river incised? He heard it extends to the airport.

A: The U. S. 50 bridge provides a grade control. Incision and widening
problems occur in different reaches well upstream of the marsh, all the
way up to the golf course.

A suggestion would be to investigate the energy of flows up and down
the river to assess the potential for upstream and downstream impacts.

Dawn
Armstrong

Would the Conservancy acquire property where the meadow would be
flooded?

A: The Conservancy is not proposing to increase flood hazard such that
private properties would experience increased flooding, so there would
be no damage. New property acquisition is not proposed.

Gloria
Harootunian

Where is the split channel that will be restored? The banks of Trout
Creek fall into the stream. Will there be future plans for restoration of
Trout Creek?

A: The split channel is immediately downstream of U.S. 50. Regarding
Trout Creek, the section of the stream downstream of U.S. 50 is part of
the project study area. The creek is relatively stable, so substantial direct
restoration needs are not anticipated at this time. However, a Resource
Management Plan will be prepared as part of the project that would
include specific actions to manage the site’s natural resources, such as
resources of Trout Creek, including site specific restoration, if conditions
warrant.

Mike Phillips,
City Planning
Commission

The concept of flooding the meadow has been known for some time and
there are concerns by the neighbors that there has not been much notice,
and there may be walkways throughout the site. Is the public sufficiently
aware? Meeting the minimum requirements isn’t effective sometimes.
He suggests a posted sign at the access points of the property.

John Greenhut

Can we schedule a briefing to the City Council?

A: Yes, we can do that and present the alternative.

Gloria
Haretoonian

Will there be an opportunity in spring and summer to provide input?

John Greenhut

How will the recreation facilities and site maintenance be maintained?
Who will be responsible?

A: The Conservancy will be responsible and will use stat

Mike Phillips

What is the official name of the marsh? Is this the same place where
“Clean Tahoe” comes to help with maintenance?

A: Yes, the Conservancy does now contract with “Clean Tahoe” to help
with trash pick-up.




Michael Weare

We were not notified in the Highlands Woods neighborhood. She
supports the restoration of the meadows, but is concerned and disturbed
about laying walkways in the meadow that would increase recreation
access.

A: The alternatives have a range of recreation levels and the
environmental document will address impacts to the neighbors. The
natural sensitivities will also be carefully studied.

Ron Rettus

The mailout approach did not work for this meeting. The mail list must
be flawed.

Mike Phillips

He suggested using an email distribution approach to get word out to the
neighbors.

John Coburn

When the water from an incised channel comes in from upsteam, where
would it break out of the channel for flooding the meadow? Does the
U.S. 50 bridge cause problems upstream? John supported filling in the
old channel and building a new channel of the appropriate size and
design.

John remarks that the method of restoration proposed under Alternative
4 is not as supported by research as much as the restoration methods
proposed for the other alternatives.

A: Virginia provided a summary of the overbanking concepts and how
the designs would avoid flood hazard to developed properties.

Unknown

Will there be enough water from upstream to overbank at this location,
considering other restoration projects farther up the river (i.e., with
upstream projects taking water out of the river, too).

A: The environmental document will examine this in the cumulative
analysis.

Ron Rettus

Is there something in the modeling that says the flooding will not get any
worse? Will we look at the creek that comes into the river from the side,
near Colorado Court, to be sure we do not worsen the flooding hazard?

A: The study will look at both the regulatory floodplain and flooding
based on existing physical conditions. The Conservancy surveyed high
water marks in the 1997 flood to help validate the models.

Dawn
Armstrong

Will the meadow be wetter so people will not be out in the meadow
much anyway?

A: Rick summarized the recreation approach for the recreation and
access facilities to be focused on the west side of the river (Cove East)
and generally to protect the interior of the main marsh meadow.




Gloria The willows and lodgepole pine are reestablishing on the site already,
Harootunian since the cattle has been removed, and there may be very dense willow
in spots, like behind Carrows. This will interfere with access.

A: The Conservancy has been considering the future vegetation
conditions for a long time. The environmental document will consider
ways to manage the resources and support native vegetation. Willows
along the river may be very thick.

Bill Ottman He is concerned about recreation and would like to have more raised
trails on the project site. He is concerned recreation is being pushed into
the background.

A: Rick summarized his discussion with the Park and Recreation
Commission, including consideration of a bicycle trail along the beach
and whether this is feasible or not.




Draft — 11/2/06

UPPER TRUCKEE RIVER AND MARSH RESTORATION PROJECT

EIR/EIS/EIS
EVENING PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

SUMMARY COMMENT NOTES

DATE: Tuesday, October 24, 2006
TIME: 6:00 — 8:00 PM
LOCATION: Inn By The Lake Conference Center, South Lake Tahoe
ATTENDEES:
Rick Robinson, Conservancy Curtis Alling, EDAW
Jacqui Grandfield, Conservancy Gina Hamilton, EDAW
Myrnie Mayville, Reclamation Patricia Hickson, EDAW
Bob Sleppy, RESD Mike Rudd, ENTRIX
Virginia Mahacek, Valley and Mountain Consulting
Agency Staff and Public Commenters: 7 people

Meeting Purpose:

Environmental document public scoping meeting held from 6:00 to 8:00 PM at the Inn by the
Lake Conference Center.

Major Points Expressed in Comments:

Comment by: # | Description of Major Points, Decisions or Actions:
Presentations
Rick Robinson Provided historical background of the Upper Truckee River and Marsh

and intent of the proposed restoration.

Gina Hamilton

Introduced the purpose of the meeting to provide comments on the scope
of the environmental document.

Introduced the project location, purpose and need, alternatives, and
general parameters of the proposed project.

Public Comment

Laurel Ames

I have seen a severe amount of down cutting by the river. Which
alternative brings the bed back up?

A: Rick answered that all alternatives are designed to reconnect the river
with its floodplain. Three alternatives would explore different
alternatives to raise the river up to the floodplain. One alternative would
lower the elevation of land along the river corridor to create an inset
floodplain.

What is the sailing lagoon’s function now and what do we have in mind?
Wasn’t it just dredged out?




A: A 1930 aerial photograph shows a lagoon where the sailing lagoon is
located, but it is not clear how much modification had occurred.

John Upton,
Mayor Pro-Tem
—SLT

John observed very high water coming down Trout Creek this last year.

Jerome Evans

Jerome is a member of the Parks and Recreation Commission. This is a
tremendously important project and it needs to receive as much
importance as any project on the South Shore. There appears to be four
themes: stream restoration and protection of sensitive areas are two
where the Conservancy has done very well. Controlled and intelligent
recreation and long-term site management are another two themes, and
the Conservancy does not have as much experience in these. The City
wants to have a boardwalk behind the beach and will push for that
feature. We need to deal with these issues with great detail and
attention.

John Upton

Does the project involve restoration of Trout Creek?

A: We are looking at the whole site, but we are not proposing to do too
much on Trout Creek because it is in relatively good shape.

Laurel Ames

She would like to see the best possible restoration of all the public land,
including habitat and water quality function.

John Upton

The City is interested in a bicycle path crossing directly along the beach
crossing the mouths of Trout Creek and the Upper Truckee River.

A: This was not in our original set of alternatives, because of regulatory
restrictions related to the sensitive resources of the site, including Tahoe
yellow cress, bald eagle, and waterfowl. Also, the hydrological
dynamics would make the construction difficult to avoid flood flows and
cope with changing beach conditions.

Maro Abbott

She helps keeps the meadow clean, and has a dog that she cleans up
after. Will dogs be excluded from the marsh? Are there too many
people out there now? Can cross-country skiing be harmful?

A: The capacity of the site is an important question and sometimes
public use is harmful. Sensitive resources have been lost in the past, but
informed and respectful use can be compatible with the natural
resources. We hope a balance can be achieved.

Kay Edwards

Sensitive places are not allowed to be walked upon directly and
boardwalks are the way they are protected.

John Upton

An elevated boardwalk, above the habitat on the ground and above the
flood, could control public access and direct it to less sensitive locations.
This should be examined.

Out of Town
Friend of Maro

Are there no cost constraints on what is designed?

A: Yes, cost will be considered. The EIR will not incorporated costs, but
the Conservancy’s consideration of a preferred alternative will consider
cost.

Kay Edwards

The cost to the lake is what is of greatest concern.




Eric Larson

Will the inset floodplain limit the area within which the river may
meander? The interest is to recreate the most natural conditions as
possible. Maintain natural conditions in the center, and restrict the
public use to the edges.

A: Yes, but it will meander within a larger floodplain area than it does
now.

Were the alternatives informed by upstream disturbance? Have we
considered the conditions of the river upstream.

A: The work has considered watershed conditions, but is not proposing
changes to the river upstream of the U. S. 50 bridge. The bridge
provides a significant constriction of flow. We will look at cumulative
effects of projects upstream in the watershed. Sediment transport
estimates will consider upstream restoration projects. Other influences,
like tree removal and the resulting changes in transportation rates, will
be considered, as well.







SECTIONH

Copies of Written Comments












































































































































































































































































































From: Mike Elam [melam@trpa.org]
Sent: Thursday, May 10, 2007 7:44 AM
To: Jacqui Grandfield

Subiject: FW: The Meadow

From: Bill Beall [mailto:bealljp@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 29, 2007 2:13 PM

To: Mike Elam

Subject: The Meadow

As a full time resident of the Al Tahoe community (866 Stanford Av), | would not want to see The
Meadow turned into a tourist attraction. Although there are ample Vacation Rentals in the area, Al
Tahoe is a family oriented neighborhood with children playing and folks walking the streets and the
Meadow. We do not need an added influx of traffic speeding through the community and parking in
our yards and driveways. Please leave The Meadow to it's natural beauty and peace.

Sincerely,

William Beall

530 544 1969

Ahhh...imagining that irresistible "new car" smell?

Check out new cars at Yahoo! Autos.

From: Mike Elam [melam@trpa.org]

Sent: Thursday, May 10, 2007 7:43 AM

To: Jacqui Grandfield

Subiject: FW: Public Comment on Upper Truckee Restoration

From: Gantt Miller [mailto:ganttm@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, April 30, 2007 4:38 PM

To: Mike Elam

Subject: Public Comment on Upper Truckee Restoration

RESPONSE TO UPPER TRUCKEE RIVER AND MARSH RESTORATION PROJECT

FROM:

GANTT AND JAYME MILLER

871 MICHAEL DR.

SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, CA 96150

WE ARE HOME OWNERS ADJACENT TO THE MEADOW AND WORK IN THE COMMUNITY.

MIKE ELAM,


mailto:mailto:ganttm@gmail.com
mailto:melam@trpa.org
mailto:mailto:bealljb@yahoo.com
mailto:melam@trpa.org

Thanks for allowing us the opportunity to comment on the scope of work proposed for the South
Upper Truckee. What follows is our list of concerns and suggestions:

- It is our opinion that the river's current flow pattern is meandering and sinuous and relatively
natural, therefore it should be left fundamentally undisturbed without additional human tampering
and engineering.

- Some minimal recreational additions would be helpful, in order to minimize the impact of human
activity, such as boardwalks, and/or foot and bike trails. However, as the area is so close to the
lake, an improved recreational infrastructure would most likely bring more human use and therefore
impact.

- Our other concern is our property. If the river is redesigned to flood onto our property with
increased regularity, which appears to be the intent, then what, if any, protective measures are
proposed by TRPA or CTC for the Tahoe Island Subdivision.

Thanks.
Gantt and Jayme Miller

From: Candy Young [candyyoung@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2007 7:44 PM

To: Peter Maholland

Subiject: [UTM]Truckee River marsh

Dear Mrs. Grandfield - As an owner of one of the 3 parcels of privately owned land involved in this
Truckee marsh issue, | would like to know why | wasn't notified about anything. There is no one
authorized to speak for me, and as | just found out yesterday, | didn't make todays deadline to
voice my concerns. Please respond at your earliest convenience. Thank you.

Candy Young candyyoung@sbcglobal.net

p.s. I understand that the largest shareholder - John Dunlap wasn't notified in a timely manner as
well. | was told that he hasn't authorized anyone to speak for him either.

From: Laurel Ames [laurel@watershednetwork.org]

Sent: Monday, April 30, 2007 5:10 PM

To: Jacqui Grandfield; MElam@trpa.org; mmayville@mp.usbr.gov

Subiject: NOP Upper Truckee River Marsh Restoration

Please accept the attached comments on the NOP scoping for the Upper
Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project.

From: Carl Young [Carl@keeptahoeblue.org]

Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2007 4:19 AM

To: Jacqui Grandfield

Subiject: Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project

Dear Jacquie,

Please find attached the League to Save Lake Tahoe Comments on the Upper Truckee River and
Marsh Restoration Project.

Thank you,

Carl Young

Program Coordinator
League to Save Lake Tahoe
(530)541-5388
Carl@keeptahoeblue.org
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From: Denise Downie [zeniseel@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2007 2:29 PM

To: Jacqui Grandfield

Subject: Upper Truckee scoping comments

Dear Jacqui - my comments on the Upper Truckee Marsh restoration project are attached. Thank
you for sending me a scoping packet, and please keep me informed of future opportunities for
comment.

Denise Downie

Ahhh...imagining that irresistible "new car" smell?
Check out new cars at Yahoo! Autos.

From: Lisa Squire [lisahalo@hotmail.com]

Sent: Monday, April 30, 2007 8:09 AM

To: Jacqui Grandfield

Subiject: Upper Truckee Marsh

Hi Jacqui,

My husband is dropping off a copy of this letter to your office today along with a map of some ideas
for the Upper Truckee Marsh project. | wanted to send this also via email just in case the hard
copy doesnt get to you today, considering it must be received today (April 30th).

Thanks for considering our ideas!

Lisa Nelson

Mortgage rates near historic lows. Refinance $200,000 loan for as low as $771/month*
From: crazy4k9@aol.com

Sent: Monday, April 30, 2007 12:23 AM

To: Jacqui Grandfield

Subiject: Proposed meadow changes

Dear Tahoe Conservancy,

| was recently disturbed to find that there are proposed changes in the
works for the Upper Truckee meadow. | have lived in Tahoe since | was
a baby and have always loved living with nature. Few would disagree
that Tahoe is one of the most beautiful places on earth and the Upper
Truckee meadow is one of Tahoe's gems. Unfortunately, the dynamics in
Tahoe seem to be changing. Tahoe is well on its way to becoming a
"look, but don't touch” landmark. | fear that before long, locals will

not have access to enjoy the wonders that make up Tahoe, unless they
can afford to buy a multi-million dollar home with private access to

our meadows, streams and beaches or else rent a condo from our
Vale-like Heavenly Village.

| have enjoyed the Upper Truckee meadow for most of my life. After
college, | moved into the Al Tahoe neighborhood so that | might have
access to take my dogs on a nature walk where we can enjoy all the


mailto:crazy4k9@aol.com
mailto:lisahalo@hotmail.com
mailto:zenisee1@yahoo.com

spectacular wildlife this meadow attracts. Along with my fellow

neighbors, | help pick up after careless tourists and maintain the

meadow's natural state. As a dog behaviorist and trainer, | seek to

educate people about the importance of being responsible, picking up

after their pets and how to enjoy nature without being harmful. | walk

down to the beach with my dogs almost everyday, where my dogs can romp
in the lake without disturbing anything. Being there nearly everyday

means that | can help to keep an eye on our valuable resource and be

alert for any potential problems.

Please don't change this beautiful meadow. We locals care for it very
deeply. Itis the main reason | live in this area. The Ledbedders

sold the land with good intentions that it might be a haven for the
neighbors who so enjoy it. Walk ways and viewing areas would only
serve to drive away locals and attract more visitors, who do not care
about the long term effects of their visit. Please don't turn one more
jewel of Tahoe into a tourist-only attraction.

Your concerned citizen,
-Tammy Cowen-

AOL now offers free email to everyone. Find out more about what's free
from AOL at AOL.com.

From: Bill Beall [bealljp@yahoo.com]
Sent:  Sunday, April 29, 2007 2:34 PM
To: Jacqui Grandfield

Subiject: The Meadow

As a full time resident of the Al Tahoe community (866 Stanford) | request that The Meadow be left
as a place of natural beauty and peace. Although ample Vacation Rentals are sprinkled about, Al
Tahoe is family oriented with children playing and many people walking the streets and Meadow.
We do not need speeding, lost tourists endangering the population and parking in our driveways
and yards. Please keep The Meadow natural, and available to the locals who have been The
Meadows caretaker for years---we pick up after ourselves and only leave our footprints.

Sincerely,

William Beall

530 544 1969

Ahhh...imagining that irresistible "new car" smell?

Check out new cars at Yahoo! Autos.

From: clbrowncow@aol.com

Sent: Sunday, April 29, 2007 12:50 PM

To: Jacqui Grandfield; melam@trpa.org; trpa@trpa.org; tahoecons@tahoecons.ca.gov
Subiject: Upper Truckee Wetlands Project

Dear Conservancy and TRPA,

| understand a decision is being made tomorrow regarding the fate of
the Upper Truckee wetlands. A few of the neighbors in the area received
a document listing the changes proposed to the meadow.
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I have lived in the Al Tahoe neighborhood for 10 years but have gone
to the meadow daily for almost 20 years. In fact, | moved to this
neighborhood for the express purpose of living near the meadow. | walk
my dogs there from the Sacramento side all the way to the beach, and
along the shore of the lake to the mouth of the Truckee. As we walk, |
clean up garbage (including my LEASHED dogs' waste), ask others to
clean up after themselves, and generally act as a steward of the
meadow. | love sitting at the beach watching the birds, the lake and
the animals there. Several times | have called the police to report
various troubles from fires to parties to snow mobiles zooming around.

Your plan of walkways, vistas, and closed access to the beach invites
trouble. Law abiding citizens will be banned from the beaches, your
eyes and ears in the neighborhood will be closed, and you will increase
traffic on our dilapidated streets. Please leave the meadow alone. It
is beautiful as it is. Do not restrict access to the locals. We love
the meadow and take care of it daily....we are your eyes and ears.
Please respect the intent of the Ledbetters in selling the land to
you....they wanted the local neighbors to have access just as we did
when they owned it. PLEASE LEAVE THE MEADOW AS IT IS and spend your
monies on buying more land to stave off the incredible building going
on. You money is better spent in that way.

Sincerely,

Cindy Cowen

AOL now offers free email to everyone. Find out more about what's free
from AOL at AOL.com.

From: Joybeeee@aol.com

Sent:  Sunday, April 29, 2007 12:46 PM

To: Jacqui Grandfield; melam@trpa.org
Subiject: Upper Truckee River Wetlands

| have lived near the corner of Sonoma and El Dorado Avenues for almost 20 years. And for even
longer than that, | have enjoyed year-round recreational activities in the Upper Truckee River
Wetlands, aka the meadow. Daily, | walk the dog (yes, on a leash and, yes, | clean up after her),
sometimes | walk with friends, sometimes | hang out at the beach, and in the winter, | cross country
ski. There are very few days in the year that | don’t make it out to the meadow.

My neighbors and | like to think of ourselves as stewards of this meadow. We call authorities when
inappropriate behaviors occur (like snowmobiles zooming around, for example). We pick up other
people’s trash. We take great pride in its beauty, whether it be full of wildflowers or a new foot of
snow. It is our meadow.

I understand that there are plans to build wooden walkways, vista stations, and bike trails at the
beach. 1just don’t understand why. The meadow is gorgeous just as it is. There was a song by
Judy Collins back in the ‘60’s that mentions “paving paradise” and “putting in a parking lot.” | think
this is rather similar — planking paradise and putting in walkways. It's simply not necessary.


mailto:melam@trpa.org
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Please leave the meadow alone. It is already perfect.

Thanks for your consideration.

Joy Rothschild
Box 14029

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96151

See what's free at AOL.com.

From: clbrowncow@aol.com

Sent: Sunday, April 29, 2007 11:46 AM
To: Jacqui Grandfield

Cc: melam@trpa.org

To the powers that be:

| understand a decision is being made tomorrow regarding the fate of
the Upper Truckee wetlands. A few of the neighbors in the area received
a document listing the changes proposed to the meadow.

I have lived in the Al Tahoe neighborhood for 10 years but have gone
to the meadow daily for almost 20 years. In fact, | moved to this
neighborhood for the express purpose of living near the meadow. | walk
my dogs there from the Sacramento side all the way to the beach and
along the shore of the lake to the mouth of the Truckee. As we walk, |
clean up garbage (including my LEASHED dogs' waste), ask others to
clean up after themselves, and generally act as a steward of the
meadow. | love sitting at the beach watching the birds, the lake and
the animals there. Several times | have called the police to report
various troubles from fires to parties to snow mobiles zooming around.

Your plan of walkways, vistas, and closed access to the beach invites
trouble. Law abiding citizens will be banned from the beaches, your
eyes and ears in the neighborhood will be closed, and you will increase
traffic on our dilapidated streets. Please leave the meadow alone. It
is beautiful as it is. Do not restrict access to the locals. We love
the meadow and take care of it daily....we are your eyes and ears.
Please respect the intent of the Ledbetters in selling the land to
you....they wanted the local neighbors to have access just as we did
when they owned it. PLEASE LEAVE THE MEADOW AS IT IS and spend your
monies on buying more land to stave off the incredible building going


mailto:melam@trpa.org
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on. You money is better spent in that way.
Sincerely,

Cindy Cowen
868 Stanford Avenue

AOL now offers free email to everyone. Find out more about what's free
from AOL at AOL.com.

From: Ty N Baldwin [sltbjbty@juno.com]

Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2007 3:58 PM

To: Jacqui Grandfield

Subiject: Meadow adjacent to the Al Tahoe community

To the configuration members of the Barton Meadow plan:

Jacqui Grandfield
Norma Santiago
Katy Lovell

For almost a century the residents of Al Tahoe have used a system of informal trails along the
boarder that generally follows the Eldorado and Argonaut Streets. These trails currently blend in
with the edge habitat of the meadow.

Now the California Conservancy wants to stop all foot traffic along these trails and put in
intermittent viewing platforms that will become an attractive nuisance that will attract undesirable
auto traffic to the neighborhood streets and subsequent parking on very narrow streets. Viewing
platforms will attract beer parties, invite kids to climb on them, and block off access to the informal
trail systems.

If the goal is to keep people and their dogs out of the more sensitive areas then put in a Forest
Service type fence on the meadow side of these trails. This fence would be 4 feet high and
constructed of rustic wood with an open wire mesh, see through barrier, that would stop foot and
dog traffic. The fence would not be straight but rather meandering approximately 50 feet on the
meadow side of the trails. The leash law has not worked but a fence would.

We strongly object to the very formal and restrictive platforms and doing away with the century old
informal trail systems. Attendance of meetings, have shown us that the Conservancy wants the
entire meadow for wild life, but we urge you to save some of it for these grand fathered in, self
maintained hiking trails that surround Al Tahoe.

Arthur (Ty) N. Baldwin
and
Barbara J. Baldwin

Tel# 503-307-8981
e-mail sltbjbty@juno.com
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